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INTRODUGTION.

Ir the opinion of a great philosopher in
England, that every Christian who can write
ought to leave something. behind him against
infidelity, be correct, I may be excused for
writing against Universalism, seeing it differs
so little from bare-faced Deism. This charge
has often been brought against our modern
doctrine of universal salvation ; and itis worth
the time of any person to. trace the points of
agreement between the two systems. The
following arc some of them.- They agrec,

1. In asserting the doctrine of philosophical
necessity, or fule, as governing the actions of
men, and rejecting the conditionality of sal-

-vation.

2. In rcjecting the .infallible inspiration
of the Bible, or certain parts of it, as will
be scen in the course of the following dis-
cussion. o

3. In rejecting the doctrine of natural de-
pravity.

4. In denying the Divinity of Jesus Christ.

5. In denying the incarnation of Christ.

6. In denying atonement by the vicarious
sufferings of Christ. L

7. In denying the doctrine of the Trinity.

_8. In their representations of the law and
of sin. : . o

-
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9. In denying future judgment and future
punishment. .

10. In their moral influence upon society.

11. In the motives they hold out to reforma-
tion. And I might say that Universalists agree
with Deists, - .

12. In treating experimental religion with
contempt, and sneering at piety as though it '
were superstition.

*13. In assuming a higher order of intellect,
superior understanding, and freedom from the
shackles of bigotry and superstition.

14. In overlooking the arguments of their
opponents, and asserting what has been con-
futed again and again.

15. In the arts of sophistry which they em-
ploy in support of their cause.

- These facts I cannot illustrate in this intro-
duction; and with those who are acquainted
with the two systems there will be no need of *
either illustration or proof. But if Universal-
ism and Deism are substantially the same in
these points, there is no difference between
them except in name; and this renders the
former more dangerous and more detestable
than the latter. ere infidelity is seen stalk-
ing through the land in a garb which she has
stolen from thesanctuary ; by means of which
she has deceived many of those who were
¢ willingly ignorant” in a matter where incli-
nation was opposed to duty, and where self in-
dulgence had the promise of impunity. But
the moment you remove this partial covering
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and look her full in the face, you may read
infidelity and despair in every feature. I
know the Universalists will be offended at
this ; and I sayit only becanse the truth com-
pels the unwelcome assertion. If they deny
this charge let them meet usfairly. Let them
show by facts and arguments wherein we are
deceived, and wherein we misrepresent them.
Till they do this we cannot cease to warn our
fellow men against so dangerous a delusion.
But I fear we are not all clear in this matter,
and especially that the ministers of the Gospel
have not sounded the alarm as loudly and re-
eatedly as they ought to have done. They
gave seen and lamented the baneful effects of
thisdoctrine wherever it has obtained any foot~
ing; but the dread of controversy, and the fear
that noticiag it might give it a consequence to
which it was not entitled, have induced many
to stand aloof from the contest, and thus, this
new-fangled divinity, meeting with little op-
position, has spread itself through the land.
Thus did not the apostles,and eonfessors, and
martyrs, and reformers; but they attacked
every prevailing error that threatened the
subversion of true religion, however weak and
contemptible, popular or powerful it might
be. Andthisis a duty enjoined upon the min-
isters of the Gospel by tlie great S8hepherd and
Bishop of souls.. = -
With these views and impressions I have
from time to time raised my feeble voice
against this pernicious error; and particu
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larly in the month of October, 1827, I conclud:
ed to give some lectures to my congregation
on future punishment ; and believing it might
promote the cause of truth, invited the Uni-
versalist preacher in this town, the Rev. L.
R. Paige, to a discussion of the doctrine of
Universal Salvation, in the Methodist church.

In the course of the discussion I gave three
lectures; the first, on “ Future Judgment ;¥
the second on: the “ Conditionality of Salva-
tion ;”—from both of whichfuture punishment
is inferred ;—and the third, directly on “ Fu-
ture Punishment.” ‘

In these lectures I have made large use of
Rev. O. Scott’s “ Letters” to Rev. T. Whitte-
more on these subjects. These letters were
written in haste, and under a great pressure of
pastoral duties, and for a newspaper ; for which
reasons less attention was paid to the language,
to method and arrangement, than would have
been given under other circumstances: in
which respects, it is believed, the borrowed
matter is improved in the lectures. But as
these lectures were commenced without any
thought of their being published beyond the
congregation which - heard them, and were
written in haste that Mr. P. might have them
the same week to make out his reply, the bor-
rowed matter was not distinguished by the
sign of quotation; and the object of doing it
now would not compensate for the time it
would require. And it is a question of no
importance with the public whether this pas-
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sage of Scripture was' quoted by Scott or by

me, or whether this or that argument were his

or mine; but the only question of importance

is, ¢ What is truth ?”—Between the Rev. Mr.

Scott and me there will be no difficulty on
. this ground.*® '

In the course of the discussion I have also
delivered fiveanswers, given to my opponent’s
replies. Concerning tglese Thave little to say,
except that my opponent never replied to my
first answer ; that I did not answer his fourth
“ Reply” till since the discussion closed ; the
reasons for which delay are given in the in-
troduction to that answer, and need not be
repeated here. To that answer I have now
assigned its proper place in the series, and
numbered it {IV. My opponent's last reply
(and the order of the discussion gave him the
privilege of speaking last) is of course unan-
swered, except in a note or two; and indeed
there was nothing in it that I cared much to
answer, as it contained nothing new, and very
fittle of argument.

v I have not expunged a sentiment nor an
argument either from the lectures or answers 3

# My opponent has shown great solicitude because
1 used Mr. 8.’s words and arguments without ¢ giving
him due credit ;" notwithstanding I informed him when
I put my manuscripts into his hands, that they were in
an * unfinished state.”—He brought this subject into
his reply, and has since published me as a ¢ p »
His concern on this account has been much greater
than his zeal to answer my arguments, many of which
he has aever deigned to notice. -
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nor have I added an argument or a preef to
either... In these respects I send them into
the world as they were delivered. In some
places I have changed one word for another
where the sense could be improved by it, or
the connection better preserved. In a very
few places I have changed one phrase for
another, or added a phrase for the sake of il-
lustration. In the second answer at the end
of the supposed speech of the Universalist
minister on the word “hang,” I have added
the “concluding? paragraph to prevent ab-
ruptness and make the illustration more com-

lete ; and at the end of the fifth answer I

ave given a paragraph, (which was written
but not delivered with answer,) which
merely recapitulates some things in that an-
swer. In the reply in which my opponent
gave his views of necessity, were some things
not connected with that subject, and which, on
account of the length of my answer, I could
not notice at that time. These are now for
the first time given to the public in an appen-
dix to my fourth answer. Sce the note pre-
fixed to the appendix.

Throughout the whole I have used great
plainness of speech, for which, I conceive, I
need make no apology. Some may think that
I have not only used plainness of speech, but
an unwarrantable degree of severity toward
my opponent. This is possible.. But before
this conclusion is drawn, they are desired to
reflect on St. Paul’s direction in a similar case,
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recorded Tit. i, 13. It was not my design to
be severe with my opponent, except where
he has identified himself with his doctrine or
his manner of defendingit. A man may
honestly believe in error; but in this case he
will not use sophistry in its defence, nor per-
sist in asserting it when fairly beaten in argu-
ment. And when this is the case it becomes
our duty to be severe. There is a difference,

however, between severity and bilterness.-

The latter can never be justified.

I had thought of laying the whole corres-
pondence between Mr. Paige and myself re-
lative to the discussion, before the reader,
together with that between the Methodist So-
ciety in this place and my opponent, relative
to his joining with them in the publication of
both sides of the controversy, with his reason
for refusing ; buthe, having brought these sub-
jects before the public in the newspapers, it
may be sufficient to discuss them there. And
his refusing to publish with the society is the
less to be regretted, as I have made sufficient
quotations from his manuscripts® to show his
sentiments, and to enable the reader to judge
of my arguments.

TrE AUTHOR.

® Both sides of .the con were written before
they were delivered, and each the other’s manu.
scripts to make out his replies. .

b o o an e
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DISCUSSION
ON UNIVERSAL SALVATION.

LecTurRE L.—Future Judgment.
“We shall all stand before the judgment scat of
Christ,” Romauns xiv, 10. .

Cur1sTIAN FRIENDS,—We are assembled
here before God not to judge the Universalists,
but Universalism. I trustthat I am not insen-

sible of what is due from me to an erring

fellow creature, at the time that I am required
to contend earnestly for the faith once deli-
vered to the saints.

Were Universalism an error of moderate
size,—did it affect the minor peints only of
our holy religion, ckarity and humility would
enjoin forbearance and Christian fellowship.
Bit I take this modern doctrine to be ano-
ther gospel ; and, when considered as a sys-
tem, to be totally unevangelical. It lays
another foundation than that is laid, which is
Jesus Christ our Redeemer and atoning High
Priest, by teaching that sinners are saved (and
we are all sinners) not by the merits of Christ,
but by suffering in our own persons, and in
this life, the whole penalty of the Divine law:
thus excluding the grace of God from having
any proper efficiency, either in forgiving our.

1

]



12 DISCUSBION ON

sins, or in renewing our souls after the image
of God. And by holding salvation on the
ground of personal suffering, it implicitly de-
nies the necessity of experimental and prac-
tical religion in this life. According to this
doctrine, mankind may reject the Gospel,
treat the blood of the coverant as an unholy
thing, blaspheme Christ, assert Atheism, and
live accordingly up to their last moment, with-
out incurring the displeasure of God or for-
feiting their title to everlasting felicity.

The effects of this doctrine are what might
be supposed. As far as it obtains among men,
it banishes all concern about a preparation
for heaven, and produces the most fatal ne-
glect of their spiritual and eternal interest.

Are we deceived in these views? Is not
Universalism an epistle known and read of
all men ? But on this point I forbear at pre-
sent, as I would say nothing to prevent a
calm attention to the points at issue. I have
said enough to show our views of the doctrine;
and if we are deceived respecting its effects,
those who advocate it, instead of resenting
what I have said, will produce its holy fruits,
and thereby undeceive us. And I assure them
that no one would rejoice more than the
speaker to be enlightened on this subject, if
heis in an error respecting it.

If the doctrine of Universal Salvation, as
generally taught at the present day, be true,
the nanSEressor receives his whole punish-
ment in this life, even all that is threatened
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by the law of God. There is another system
which asserts a limited future punishment.
With this I have nothing to do at present; Dut
shall limit the discussion to that which denies
all punishment in the future state. And my
object will be to prove what that denies—fu-~
ture punishment. If I succeed in this, I over-
throw the whole system as completely as
though I took it up, piece by piece, and con-
futed each point separately. If the main
pillar be taken away, the whole fabric falls
to the ground. . :

The method I have adopted is this: to prove
in the present lecture the doctrine of future
judgment, or judgment in the future state;
because if the judgment is in the future state,

there will be punishment in the future state

also. These cannot be separated. Of this
the Universalists themselves are sensible, and
therefore deny that the judgment is in the
future state, and assert that all the judgment
there is for the transgressor is in the present
life. But, says the apostle, “ We shall all
stand before the judgment seat of Christ.”
This is an allusion to courts of judica-
ture, where criminals are arraigned, evidence
produced, and the sentence of the law pro-
nounced upon the transgressor ;—where the
innocent, when unjustly accused, may be heard
and publicly .acquitted. This process does
not imply that the states of the righteous and
,wicked are not determiged immediately on
their leaving this world ; it does not put in

! B
e LAt
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% jeopardy” the souls of the righteous, as some
Universalists have expressed themselves;
much less is it needed for the information of
the Judge: but for-the all-important ends of
consummating the purposes of the mediatorial
kingdom of Christ: making a full disclosure
of the moral characters of the righteous and .
the wicked, which cannot be done in this
world—that the mysteries of Providence may
be made clear, and the reetitude of the whole
Divine administration disclosed to the view of
the assembled universe: ¢ That thou mightest
be justified,” says the psalmist, “ when thou
speakest, and be clear when thou judgest.”

The proposition which, by the grace of God,
I mean to support, is as follows :—

There will be a judgment of all mankind ;
Jor which a particular time 8 assigned at the
end of the world. . -

My hearers,- we have come to a subject
which is infinitely interesting to-us all! The
question before us relates to our standing
before the judgment seat of Christ, where the
secrets of all hearts shall be laid open to the
inspection of men and of .angels, and ‘where
we shall receive, at theé hand of the Judge,
according to that we have done, whether it
be good or bad. We have no need of the
images of poetry, or the excellencies of speech
on this subject. All that you have ever heard
of the trappings of royalty; all that you have
ever witnessed of the solemn and affecting in
courts of judicature, where a fellow creature
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was to be tried for his life, and sentenced to
an ignominious death ; all, all that you can
imagine will be immeasurably transcended by
the scene before us. Here is the Judge him-
self, clothed with Divine Majesty, and invest-
ed with infinite power, from whose face the
heavens and the earth flee away; here is an
innumerable company of angels, the atten-
dants and ministers_of hiscourt ; here are all
the generations of men that have lived upon
the face of the earth, brought before him to
be judged, and to receive that sentence which
shall raise them to thrones of glory in the
kingdom of their Father, or banish them from
his presence and from the glory of his power,
to dwell in the everlasting fire prepared for
the devil and his angels, where the smoke of

. their torment shall ascend up for ever and
ever!

And while this momentous question is
pending, can you feel .any desire but that of
knowing the truth? Can you suffer any pre-
judice against an unwelcome doctrine to blind

our eyes, and hold you in unbelief, when
ﬁﬁt is offered you? The disposition with
which we ought to listen to this discussion is
expressed in these words: “Lord, what I
know not, that teach thou me.” I hold it my
duty to give up the doctrine of future judgment
if it can be proved to be unscriptural; and
you are all equally bound to embrace it if it
can be shown to be the doctrine of the Bible.
And can we say, before Him who searches
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the ‘heart, that we are ready to listen to the
pending discussion with a sincere desire to
receive the knowledge of the truth, and with
a determination to correct our errors upon
conviction ? . .

O thou, who requirest truth in the inward
parts, behold us thy crestures ; pity our igno-
rance and weakness, and suffer us not to err
from thy ways. If thou seest that our hearts
are not right wish thee ; that any prejudice of
education, pride of denomination, or secret
bias whatever is about to pervert our judg-*
ment, to darken the eyes of our understanding,
and thereby prevent our coming to the know-
ledge of the truth as it is in thee, take that |
deadly evil from our hearts, and inspire there-
in the love of thy truth. May thy Spirit help
our infirmities, and reconcile us to all thy
will, through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

That there will be a future judgment may
be inferred from the partial displays of justice
in this world. If there be a righteous Gover-
nor of the world, he will fully reward the
righteous, and punish the wicked. But this is
not done in the present life. Itshall therefore
be done in the rext.

To see the force of this argument, we must
observe that many sins, yea, the greatest sins,
often go unpunished in this world. Hypocrisy,
fraud, robbery, murder, oppression in all its
forms, and tyranny in all degrees, from that
practised toward the African slave, up to
that exercised over the lives and liberties of

~
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whiltions of cringing vassals, through the for-

bearance of God, or through the imperfection
of human laws, often go unpunished: in this

world. But though sentence against an evil

work be not executed speedily, let it not be

thought that justiee will sleep for ever. For

thus saith the Lord, ¢« Because I have called,

and ye refused; I have stretched out my

hand, and no man regarded ; but ye have set-
at nought all my counsels, and would none

of my reproof; I also will laugh at your

'ca}umity; I will mock when your fear com:

@ '” N )

We aled infer a future judgment from the.
condition of man as an accountable creature.
As a child, man is accountable to his parents;
as a servant, to his master ; as a citizen, to the
laws of theland. And is he not alsoaccount-
able to-his God ¢ If he beasubject of the law
and government of God, he ' must be account-
able’; .and if he now occupy a state of proba-
tion or trial, there must, in the nature of
things, be a time, subséquent to his proba-
tion, when he shall be_judged according to his
wo C

But it is not on arguments of this kind that I
g:i‘ncipally rely for proof of afuture judgment,

onthe plain and expressdeclarations of the
word of God. Such are the following passages,

where the duties and conditions of the Gospel-
are enforced, and admonition given, by refer-
ence fo a uégment to come, and which may
be classed in such a manner as, with very little
2 .
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observation or cothment, to evince the truth
of that doctrine. . '

1. I will produce some of those passages
which refer the judgment to afuture, indefiniter
time. o ' :

Acts xvii, 81, “ God hath appointed a day:
in the which he will judge the world in.
righteousness by that man whom he hath or..
dained ; whereof he hath given assurance unto’
all men, in that he hath raised him from the
dead.” L.

.Rom. xiv, 10, 11, 12, “ But why dest thou'
judge thy brother? or why dost thou set at
nought thy brothér? for we shall all stand¥Be-
fore the judgment seat of Chriat.. For:it is:
written, As I live saith the Lord every knee
shall bow to me, and every tongue stiall -cont+
fess to God. So, then, every one of us shall
give account of himself to God.” Parailel to.
this is 2 Cor. v, 10, “ For we must all appear
before the judgment seat of Christ, that every.
one may receive the things done in his.body,!
according to that he hath done, whether it be

ood or bad.” Here it may be observed that

e retrospective phrase, the things dome in
his body, determines the time of the judgment
to a period beyond this life.. oy

1 Cor. iv, 5, “ Therefore judge nothing be-:
fore the time, until the Lord come, who bothy
will bring to light the hidden things of dark-
ness, and will make manifest the counsels of
the heart; and then shall every (good) man
have praise of God.” L '
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- Matt. xii, 36, “But I say unto you, That
every idle word that men shall speak, they
shall give account thereof in the day of
judgment.” - :

Acts. xxiv, 25, “ And as Paul reasoned of
righteousness, temperance, - and judgment to
come, Felix trembled.” o

In Matt. xiii, 37-43, we have our S8aviour’s
exposition of the parable of the tares. “ He
" that soweth the good seed is the Son of man;

the field is the world ; the good seed are the
children of the kingdam ; but the tares are the
children of the wicked one; the enemy that
sowed them is the devil ;-the harvest is the end
of the world ; ‘and the reapers are fhe angels:
As, therefore, the tares are gathered and burn-

ed in the fire, so shall it be in-the end of the .

world. The Son of man shall send forth his
angels; and they shall gather.outof his kingdom
all things that offend, and them that do iniqui-

fy, and shall cast them into a furnace of fire'; -

there shall be-wailing and gnashing of teeth.
Then shall the righteous shine forth as the
sun in the kingdom of their Father. Who
Bath ears to hear, let him hear.” Once-more.
" Matt. xxv, 31-48, * When the Son of man
shall come in his glory, and all the holy angels
with him, then shall.he sit-upon the throne of
" his glory : andbefore him shall be gathered all
" mations ; and he shall separate. them one from
another, as a shepherd divideth his sheep from
the goats; and he shall set the sheep on the
right hand, but the goats on the left, &c. And
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these shall go away into everlasting punish-
ment: but the righteous into life eternal.”

These passages so clearly refer to the gene-
ral judgment, that nothing need be said to
establish this application of them, unless it be
called in question : I shall wait, therefore, tit
I hear the objections, before I make any
comments. .

2. Another class of proofs clearly limit
the judgment to a period subsequent to death
and the resurrection. :

John v, 28, 29, “Marvel not at this: for
the hour is coming, in the which all that are in
the tﬁreves shall hear his voice, and shall come
forth; they that have done good 'unto the re-
surrection of life; and they that have done
evil unto the resurrection of damnation.” -

Rev. xx, 12-15, “And I saw the dead;
small and great, stand before. God: and -the
books were opened; and another hbook was
opened, which is the book of life: and the dead
were judged out of those things which were
written in the books, according to their worka.
And the sea gave up the dead which wereinit;
and deathand hell delivered up the dead whick
were in them: and they were judged ever
man according to their works. And dea
and hell were castinto the lake of fire. This
is the second death. And whasoever was not
found written in thebook of life was cast inte
the lake of fire.”

Heb. ix, 27, “It is appointed unto men
once to die, but A¥TER this the judgment.”
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. 2 Tim. iv, 1, “I charge thee, therefore,
before God, and the Lord Jesus Clmst, who
shall judge ‘the quick and the dead at his ap-
pearing and his kingdom.” . ‘

Acts x, 42, “ And he' commanded us to

preach unto the people, and to testify that it

is he which was ordained of God. to be the
judge of quick and dead.” . .
. 1 Pet. iv, 5, « ‘Who-shall give account to
him that is ready to judge the quick and the
dead.” Let it be observed on these passages
that by the ‘“quick” we are to understand
those who shall be -alive -on the earth when
Christ comes to judgment, and by the dead
those who are literally dead. The dead shall
be raised, and then, togethex with the quick,
shall be judged. This is the order of these
events, as may be seen in 1 Thess.iv, 15-17,
«Faor this we sayunto you by the word of the
Lord, that we which are alive, and remain
unto the coming of the Lord, shall not pre-
vent,” shall not be-before them which are
asleep, For the Lord himself shall descend
from heaven with a shout, with the voice of
the archangel, and the trump of God : and the
dead in Christ shall rise first,” that is, before
the quick.are judged. -“ Then we which are
alive and remain, shall be caught up together
with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in
the air: and so-shall we ever be with the
Lord.”?

3. In the third class I will put those pas-
sages which speak of former generations, and
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those who have long been dead, as reserved
unto the future judgment.

Matt.- x, 15, “ Verily I say unto you, it
shall be more tolerable for the land of Sodom
and Gomorrah in the day of judgment than
for that city,” which rejects the Gospel. See
also chap. xi, 22, 24. St. Paul, speaking of
those Gentiles who lived before- Christ, has
these remarkable words :—*“ For as many as
have sinned without law, shall also perish
without law ; and as many as have sinned in
the law, shall be judged by the law—in the
day when God shall judge t{e-secrets of men
by Jesus Christ; according to my Gospel,”
Romans ii, 12-16. -

‘St. Peter says, “ If God spared not the an-
gels that sinned, but cast them down to hell,
and delivered them into chains of darkness, to
be reserved unto.judgment,” &c., 2 Pet. ii, 4.
8t. Jude, speaking of the same characters, is
more explicit:—¢ And-the angels which kept
not their first estate, but left their own habita-
tion, he hath reserved in' everlasting chains,
under darkness, unto the judginent of the great
day,” Jude 6. Although in the two last pas-
sages the subjects of the judgment are fallen
angels, and not sinners of mankind ; yet the
argument from their cases, in support of the
future judgment, is equally strong as though
:Koken of men: for it is not the subjects but

e certainty of future judgmert that is the
object of inquiry. . E

4. I come in the lastplace to that class of
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Beripture proofs which-speak of the adjuncts
of the judgment, or those accompanying cir-
enmstances, by which its period may be cer-
tainly known.. .

‘When Jesus Christ shall come to judge the
world he shall be attended by his ministers of
state, and his appearance shallbe with flaming
fire, the usual symbol of the Divine majesty.
% The Lord Jesus ‘shall be revealed from hea-
ven with- his mighty angels, in flaming fire,
taking vengeance on them that know not God,
and that obey not the Gospel of our Liord Jesus
Christ,” &c., 2 Thess. i, 7, 8. The inspired
penmen speak of the visible heavens and earth
a3 wazring old and passing .eway ;. yea, of a
general conflagration, as connected with the
judgment. Thus the Apostle Peter: “But
the heavens and the earth which are now, by
the same word are kept in store, reserved unto
fire -againstthe day of judgment and perdition
of ungodly men... The day of the Lord wil
eome as a thief in the night, in the which the
heavens shall pass away with a great noise,
and the elements shall melt with fervent heat,
the earth alse, and the works that are therein,
shall be burnt up,” 2 Pet. iii, 7, 10. -

Let these things be considered in connection
with what is said of Clirist’s “ coming with

clouds” as he went into heaven; of his “ ap>

pearing” or becoming visible ; of his * comi
in glory, with all the holy angels,” &c., a
you will be convinged that no event can be
conteruplated in thoae pagsages, except that of
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the last judgment. Indeed when I comsider
the frequent mention of this' subject in the
Boriptures, the manney in which Christ and
his apostles speak of it, calling it emphatically
the day, that day, the last day, the great day,
and the day of judgment; .and, above alk
when I consider that it is not often menti

incidentally, but of set purpose ;. not seldom,
but frequently ; not obscurely, but in the elear-
est and strangest terms ; not independently,
but deriving support from ather doctrines;
pot to amuse the credulous, or frighten the
superstitious, but to arouse the attention of all,
—to alarm the fears of the guilty, to quicken
the good, to assert the rights, and maintain the
justice of God’s throne; I cannot but think it
the greatest rashness to' deny or call it in
question. : R ' '

. I'have now laid before you a part of the evi-
dence which supports the important doctrine
of a future judgment ; ‘and though the subject
is far from being exhausted, you may perceive
that few subjects are cafablo of being support.
ed by evidence so full and satisfactory. I
would ask the deniers of this doctrine how it
ought to have been expressed to'be entitled te
credit?—Can they find any clearer expres-
sions than those which have been employed ?
Observe, the judgment is uniformly described
as an event still future. That we may not
mistake its period, it is said to be after death,
and atherwise described as following the gene-
ral resurrection. - As though to put it beyond
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all doubt, the fallen angels, the inhabitants of
Sodom and Gomorrah, and the generations
of the Gentiles who lived and died before the
commencement of the Gospel dispensation,
we -are fold, are reserved unto the judgment
of the great-day. And finally, the adjuncis
of the judgment are such as clearly distinguish
that day from all others; such as the. appear-
Sag of the Bon of man in glory, with his mighty
angels ; the burning of the earth, the melting
and passing away of the heavenly bodies,. &c.
Have these circumstances .ever existed? To
what event, to the destruction of what city or
kingdom will they apply? It will not be de-
nied that some of these circumstances have
been figuratively employed by the inspired
writers to express political revelutions in
earthly kingdoms. But every figure is taken
from something real;. and ‘where shall we
‘look for the reatlity of these things except in
the circumstances of the last judgment? Let
this be .considered by those who deny a future
judgment, and they: will-no longer pretend
‘that they have found a parallel in the circum-
stances of the destruction of the Egyptian, the
Babylonian, the Idumean, or:the Jewish state.
If the revolutions and changes in-these gov-
ernments are expressed in figurative language,
as all admit, the same language must have a
literal meaning somewhere ; and yet upon the
principles-of our opponents the literal mean-
ing cannet be found. e :
To deny a doctrine so well supperted by
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Scripture evidence as that of a future jud
ment is the direct road to skepticism and ing
delity, and can hardly fail to produce the worst
effects upon the minds of men. If such-evi.
dence can be set aside by sophisticdl excep-
tions in.one case, it can in another and in ali
cases. And he who has conquered his faith
in the doctrine of a future judgment, is pre-
pared to go farther and will if inclination and
interest serve, give up one point after anothen,
till Christianity be reduced to the standard of a
vain philosophy, or natural religion be substi-
tuted in its place. Beside, the mind being freed
from the restraints of the terrors of the Lord,
as St. Paul terms the future judgment, is more
assailable by temptation and error, less likely
to searchdiligently for truth, to judge accurate-
ly, or proceed with due caution in a case where
inclination is opposed to duty. .In this way
a wide door is threwn open to error and irreli-
gion, if not to downright licentiousness.
There has seldom been a time when it was
more necessary to resson of rightelo‘ume::,
temperance, and judgment lo come, than the
present ; and the assurance with which the
judgment is denied, is a principal reason why
it should be insisted on by the ministers of
Christ. Our Saviour and his apostles fre-
quently allude to it by way-of admonition,
and perhaps with less ocoasion than now ex-
ists. To how many towns and cities in our
favoured land might we say, Wo unto you!
“ 1t shall be more tolerable for Sodom and
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Gomorrah, yea, for Chorazin and Bethsuida,
in the day of judgment, than for you.” For
had the inhabitants of these cities heard as
many Gospel sermons; and seen as much of
the work of the Lord as has been wrought
before your eyes, ‘they would have repents
ed long ago in sackcloth and ashes.” Every
minister of Christ,'and every Christian, should
continually say, “Knowing therefore the
terror of the Lord, we persuade men.”

If the doctrine of future judgment be true,
that of future punishment must be true also.
These doctrines stand or fall together. 'The
sentence of the great day will confirm and
consummate the sentence more privately
passed bothupon the righteous and the wicked
as they left this world. Yea, the decisions of
that day will close the administration of the
mediatorial kingdom of Christ, and that king-
dom shall then be given vp to the Father, that
God may be all in al. Every argument,
therefore, which proves a future judgment,
proves also future punishment. There is just
as much evidence for one of these doctrines
as for the other. E

And though to prove the endless duration
of future punishment was not the object of
this discourse, I cannot forbear to netice how
clearly it follows {from the decision of the last
day. Whatever the terms bein which the -
sentence upon the wicked is expressed, they
must imply endless duration; not only be-
cause they are prospective; and look forward
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into cternity, without any rate of time to limit
their signification, but use the administra-
tion of the mediatorial kingdom will then have
ceased. There is then no louger a mediator
between God and men. Mercy is no longer
exercised toward the guilty. The “clement,
mediatorial” day is-over. ‘I'he harvest with
them is passed, the summer is ended, and they
are not saved. Then they may knock, but it
shall not he opened! they may call, but he
will not answer. .

The.use to he made of this subject is that
of admonition. If there is to be a judgment,
let us prepare for it. ‘'This is our time,—the
accepted time, the day of salvation. And how
shall we escape if we neglect so great salva-
tion as is now oftfered! And remember that
the time is short. .

% Lo, on a narrow neck of land,
*T'wixt two unbounded seas we stand,
Becure, insensible :
A point ol tiwne, a moment's spaco,
Removes us to that heavenly place,
Or shuts us up in hell.”

October 25, 1827.
ANSWER L
Remarks on Mr. Paige's Reply to Lectyre I.

My apponent paéses over in silence the
whole of my reasoning on the evidence of
future judgment, the importance of that doc-
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trine, and. the danger of denying it. He ob-
* serves no rujes in: the interpretation of Scrip-
ture. 'Of the following rules of exegesis we
should never lose sight :— - ‘

Explain the passage under consideration °

agreeably to the ‘context, where there is a
connection, and never fancy a connection
where there is none.

Explain the passage by what is known of
the subject to which it relates.

Explain the text by other passages relating
to the same subject.

Explain literal passages by literal, and not
by figurative passages. .

-Explain the same passage uniformly in.the
same mdnner, or be consistent. .

My opponent infringes ome or other of
these rules continually, as we shall see in the
progress of -this discussion.

Thus, Acts xvii, 31, “God hath appointed
a day in which he will judge the world,” &ec:
He does not explain this by other passages
relating to judgment, but by a passage relating
to a different subject entirely, the day of sal-
vation, where the Gospel offers mercy and
grace to sinners. So also Rom. xiv, 10-12,
“ But why dost thou judge thy brother,” &o.,
he refers to the time when our Saviour was

upon the earth ; although he has told us ex-,

pressly that he “ came not then to judge the
world, but to save the world.” Thus too in
the parable of the tares, Matt. xiii, 37-43, he
takes the phrase, end of thc weorld, from its
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connection with punishment, and-explains it
by the same phrase connected with the com~
ing of Christ to redeem 'mankind. Angels, in
the same parable, though ministers of ven-
geance, he explains by “angel,” the bishop
or pastor of a Church. . Why this departure
from allrule? : .
Again my opponent violates all rule by
explaining literal passages by figurative. In -
John v, 28, 29; we read, “ Marvel not at this:
for the hour is coming when all that are in
their graves,” &c. In this.passage he takes
graves to be parallel with Ezek. xxxvii, 12-14.
Now the passage in John refers to a literal
resurrection, that in- Egekiel to a figurative
resurrection. In Ezekiel it is a political re-
surrection of the house of Israel. In this
oaptivity they despaired of a restoration, and
compared their hopeless state to dead people,
whose “hones were dried:? Thé prophet
took the idea. from- them, and went on to
prophesy of their restoration under the figure
of .a:resurrection from graves. But is this the
cage in the other passage in St. John? No-
thing like it: nothing in the text or context
that indieates a politioal or figurative resurrec-
tion, but the direct contrary.
-1 cannot but mention one instance more of
.my oppenent’s explaining literal passages by
figurative ; and it shall be in that case which
he thinks more of than any other as favouring
his views of judgment. In Matt. xxv, 31-46,
we have what all Christians, and the whole
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styeam of commentaters, frovx the earliest
times down to the’ present day, have taken to
be a literal aecount of the last judgment. It
hegins thus: ¢ When the Son of man: shall
comein his F ,and all the holy angels with.
him,” &c. Frequently other phrases; relating
to -the same subject, have been connected
with this passage ;—such as his appearing,
coming with clouds, the didsalying of the hea-
vens, the melting of the elements, &c. My
epponent finds several places .in the same
gospel, where similar language.is used to
deseribe a political revolutios, and the passing
away of the Jewish commonwealth. He finds
several passages in the Old Testament where
similar: language is applied 4o:similar events:
Now, says: he, this language in Matt. xxv,
and in those other passages relating to the
saine subject, must be taken figiratively, bes
cause it is figurative in Matt. xxiv, 29, and
this without &ue consideration of the passagd
before us; or the least referemce td' one of
those passages which relate to the last judg-
ment. Let ushow exnmire this matter a-little
more closely. <« = .. o
- In Matt,. xxiv, 29; 30, we read, “Immedi<
stety after the tribulation of those .days-shail
the sun be darkened, and the moon shall not
ive her light,-and the atars shall fall: from
aven, and the powers of the heaveans shall
be shaken; and then shall appear the sign of
_the Son of man in heaven.” What are we to
understand by the sun, moon, and stars here?
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‘We understand by the san, the supreme power
or guthority of the state; and by the moon:
and stars we understand the inferior powers;
and by the powers of the heayens being
shaken, we understand the loosening'and dis

solving of all connection between rulers and:
people, and the passing away of the Jewish
polity. Were all these things figurative$
We acknowledge that in this case they were.
What were these figures taken from? They
were taken from things real, that is, the figu~
rative sun, moon, and stars, were taken from:
the literal sun, moen, and stars ;—the passing
away of the figurative elements was taken
from the passing away of the literal elements;.
and-the figuretive boming of the Son of man,
from the literal coming of the Son of man.
Abd 80 in:all the other cases of these figura-
tive . descriptions. Thus by ‘means of the
figurative judgments we arnive at the know-
ledge of the literal judgment. And in every
one of these figurative judgments the literal
judgment is implied. No, says my opponent;
there -is no literal -judgment ; the judgmenta
are all figurative. Indeed, sir ! this is somey
thing new under the sun. We rather think
with St. Jerome that “a simile of the judgment
would mever have been used tg signify the
subversion of states and kingdoms, unless
such a future judgment had been believed and
known; because no one ever confirms a
declaration by things which have no exist-
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ence.”® So much for my opponent’s ex-
plaining literal passages by figurative. 1
called his attention to this subject.in this view,
in my lecture, but he took no notice of it
there. '
- I must notice a few other things in my op-
ponent’s reply in a general way. It would
seem from the reply, that to support Univer-
salism is with him a paramount ohject, and
that it must be done at all events. How else
ehall I account for his hardly looking one of
my texts full in the face? For example, 2 Pet.
ii, 4, and Jude 6, where these apostles speak
of the fallen angels as “reserved in everlasting
chains, under darkness, unto the judgment of
the great day,” which he passes over with
this gentle remark, that “they are another
order of beings.” What then? Does that dis-
prove the doctrine of future judgment?
Again, 1 Thess. i,7,8. This passage, which
was certainly written for the purpose of ad-
monition, and speaks of the “ Lord Jesus
being revealed from heaven in flaming fire,
taking vengeance on them which know not
Ged,” &c., he explains by God’s appearing in
fire on Mount Sinai to ‘give the law, apg to
Ezekiel to prepare him for the prophetic
office. Why did he not speak out, with his
elder brother H. Ballou, and tell us plainly

* The argument of 8t, Jerome was used to prove a
literal resurrection from a figurative ; but. it is Just as
d to prove aliteral judgment front a figurative.—Seo
r. Coke on Ezekiel xxxvii. -
3
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that this. firc of vengeance is the “law of
God,” desﬁned to consume sin and save the
sinner ? e does speak out and tell us that
« the revelation of one from heaven, in fire,
proves nothing beyond this life.” This quaint
remark, in substance, my opponent has con-
trived to attach to nearly all my proofs, as
though a text could not prove judgment after
this life, unless it says “ after this life,” in so
many words. But this is worse than weak;
for if ten or five passages inform us that the
judgment is after this life, surely five or ten
more, which refer to the judgment, may be
taken as proofs, though they do not say in s0
many words that the judgment is after this life.

My opponent passes over the context in
every place where it is clearly against him,
and in other cases imagines a connection
where there is none. An instance of the for-
mer we have when 2 Pet. ii, 10, is before him,
where the apostle speaks of the “ heavens and
earth which are now,” being “reserved unto
fire against the day of judgment and perdition
of ungodly men.” Here the connection is so
strong and awful that if he were determined
to support his doctrine at any rate I do not
wonder at his passing it over. But in Heb. ix,
27, where the apostle tells us that “ after death
is the judgment,” he would fain have us be-
lieve from some supposed connection that the
passage relates to the high priest. But as I
shall take up this passage again, I will not com-
ment on it here. :
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My opponent puts the most.arbitrary com-
ments on the Scriptures when he cannot oth~
erwise make them favour his doetrine. Thus
in all the passages where Christ is spoken of
as the “ Judge of quick and dead,” econtrary to
all rule, contrary to the sense of all mankind,
and without the least authority from the word
of God, he takes the quick to be those who
are raised to a new and spiritual life, and the
dead to be those who are spiritually dead in
sin. Whereas by the quick is meant such as
shall be alive -on the earth at the time of
Christ’s coming to judge the world; and by
the dead such as are literally dead ; and that
for this plain reason, because every passage
is to be taken literally where we have no in-
timation to the contrary, and especially where
every circumstance of the tonnection requires
the literal sense. . .

I will mention one instance more of my op-
ponent’s departing from irule, even the rule of
consistency. In Rev. xx, 12-15, we read,
“ And I saw the dead, small and great, stand
before God—and the books were opened—'
and they were judged out of those things
which were written in_the books,” On this
passage he remarks, among other things, that
“the book of Revelation is highly figurative
in its language. It is then reasonable for us
to conclude that this is a figurative, not a lite-
ral representation.” And how does he prove
this? Why, he goes to work here in the con-
text, and he finds the phrase day and night ;
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and lest we should think that the text refers
to a period in eternity, (a point he is ever
anxious to guard against,) he takes it lifer-
ally. Thus to prove that the text is to be
taken figuratively he takes the context lit-
erally! -

To conclude these observations. My op-
ponent seems much more solicitous to pre-
vent our believing in a future judgment, than
to teach us what we ought to believe on-this
head. Indeed he appears to have no very
definite ideas ‘himself on this subject. - We
merely gather-in a few places that he thinks
the judgment refers to the destruction of Je-
rusalem ;ein a few others, that the time of the
judgment is the same with the day of salva-
tion; but in general he has given us no light
on this subject, and seems-at a loss to deter-
mine the apphcatlon of those scriptures I
have adduced in proof of a future judgment.
In this way he may unhinge our minds on
one point, without fixing them on another.
He may take away our belief in future judg-
‘ment, without giving.us any thing in its place.
Indeed, his method of reasoning in general
seems better calculated to destroy, than to
create confidence in the word of God. To
show that this is not said without reason, I
will give a specimen of it'at length. I say
there shall be a future judgment, because it is
written, “ God hath appointed a DAy in the
which he will judge the world in righteous-
ness.” My opponent says, “ This is no proof
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of future judgment, because the word day
is used for the time_of. preaching the Gospel.”?
‘A third person says néither is right, for the
word day is used in the Bible for a period of
trouble and ealamity in this world. A fourth
says neither of these can be true, because the -
word day is used for the natural life of man.
A fifth says it means neither of these, be-
cause the word day is used for a period of
twenty-four hours ; and this is the most com-
mon use ef it. You are all wrong, says a
sixth, for I find the word day is frequently
used for that part of the twenty-four hours
which is light, in opposition to that part which
is dark. While many listeners to the * high
debate” applaud this mode of reasoning, as
showing that nothing can be proved by this
word-in favour'of a future judgment, because
_ the word day is used in so many different
senses, I return to the starting point and say
this conduct is ridiculous in the highest degree.
It can no more disprove than it can prove a
point of doctrine, It may amuse those who
wish there were no future judgment, as one
is amused with children’s play; it may per-
plex and confound those who have not logic
enough to reason correctly on the most
eommon subject. But, I repeat it, it can
never disprove a future judgment. That doc-
trine stands as upon a rock. The strongest
arguments that have ever been brought cannot -
shake it. It is uniformly spoken of as an
event yet future ;—as taking place at a par
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ticular time, and not successively, as the
Universalists teach; and is emphatically re-
ferred to by the name of a day, the day, that
day, the last day, the great day, and the day
of judgment. Baut when it is said that “the
destruction of Jerusalem was future when the
apostles wrote, and might therefore be allud-
ed to in those passages;” ourreply is, that it
is by no means certain that the destruction
of Jerusalem was future when all the apos-
tles wrote ; beside, that was a partial event,
affecting the Jews almost exclusively ; where-
as the judgment is general, affecting not only
the Jews, but the Gentiles, and not those of a
particular age only, but the whole werld of
mankind. ) :

After these general remarks, it will not be
necessary for me to follow the reply in all
that has been said on the passages brought
forward in my lecture ; I will, therefore, con-
fine myself to a few of the principal ones, and
if it shall be found, after all that has been
said to the contrary, that these still give their
testimony in favour of a future judgment, it
will be deemed sufficient. |

I begin with Acts xvii, 31, “Because God
hath appointed a day in the which he will
judge the world in righteousness,” &c. On
which the reply proceeds as follows: “1. Do
we read that this day is after death? No.
- Is it after the resurrection? We have no

information of that fact, 'Why then refer it

to another life 7" \ .
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- Ans. We refer it to another life because it
refers to the judgment, and other scriptures
inform us that the judgment is after death and
the resurrection. . '’ ’

Reply. “The phrase, ‘appointed a day,
does not necessarily imply a particular point
of time. We read, 2 Cor. vi, 2, ‘Behold now
is the day of salvation’ The text quoted is
similar in its nature” -

Ans. 1. The texts are manifestly dissimilar
in their “ nature;” the one relates to the judg-
ment, the other to the offers of salvation. 2.
The days are different in point of time; one
is in the present time, ‘“Behold now is the day
of salvation;” the other is future, “ God hath
appointed a day in which he will judge,” &c.
3. The time in the one text is certain, “Be-
hold now is,” ‘&c. ; in the other it is indefinite,
% God hath appointed a day.” The days,
therefore, cannot be the same. The ‘

Reply quotes the preceding’ verse, “ The
times of this ignorance God winked at, but
now,” &c., and remarks, “ If-God winked at
the sins of men in the times of this ignorance,
then they were not to be judged at the judg-
ment spoken of in the text.” ’

Ans. 1. God did not * wink at” (overlook)
the sins of men, but the * times of this igno-
rance.” 2. God’s “winking at the times of
this ignorance” stands connected, not with his
judging, but with the command given to all
men every where to repent. He winked at
those times in not giving the Gentiles a reve-
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lation of his will; but “nyow commands all
men every where to repent.” :
Reply. “The judgment-in the text is the
same mentioned John iii, 18, 19, ¢ He that be-
lieveth not is condemned already,’” &c.
Ans. The judgment in the one text and the

condemnation in the other are not the same,

1. Because the condemnation was then pre-
sent, the judgment was then future. 2. Be-
cause in the one, Jesus Christ himself is to be
the Judge, but the other relates to the time
when he came, “ not to judge and condemn the
world, but to save the world.” Thus this pas-
sage is found to support future judgment after
all. Rom. ii, 12, 16, “ As many as sinned
without law shall also perish without law—
in the day when God shall judge the secrets
of men by Jesus Christ.” The reply passes
this without remark, “as it says not one word
about judgment after death.” But why so
hasty, sir! If “it says not one word about
judgment after death,” it proves that fact in
another way beyond the possibility of doubt.
It will entirely clear up what is said of God’s
“ winking at the times of ignorance,” and show
that those who lived in those times are not ex-
cluded from the judgment, as you suppose.—
Speaking of them the apostle says, “ As man

as have sinned without law shall also peris

without law—in the day when God shall
Jjudge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ,” &c.
This text, therefore, proves two things, 1.
That the judgment was future in St. Paul's
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day ; and, 2. That those Gentiles who lved
hundreds and thousands -of years before his
day, were reserved unto that future judgment.
Does not this prove judgment after death?

John v, 28, 29, “ The hour is coming when
all that are in the graves shall hear his voice,
and come forth ; they that,” &c. As this pas-
sage is a very formidahle one to Universalism,
my opponent has laid-out all his strength upon
it. 'We will hear him patiently.

My opponent thinks this passage cannot re-
late to endless life and misery. “becatse we
can discern no propertion between the virtues
of men and endless happiness, nor between
their sins and endless misery, which would
induce us to believe the oné to be according
to the other.” S

Ans. In the case of the righteous we never
supposed the- proportion to lie between the
proper merit of their virtues and endless hap-
piness, but between endless happiness and the
evidence their virtues shall give-of their having
performed the conditions of salvation, upon
which the reward, as of grace, was promised ;
but in the case of the wicked, we do suppose
an exact proportion between the demerit of
their sins and endless misery. Between the
guilt of rejecting eternal life, when . offered
upon gracious terms, and eternal death, there
is an exact and ‘manifest proportion. And on
these principles the reward and the punish-
ment are according to works,

Reply. “If this be the meaning of the text,
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it clearly follsows thnt -salvation ls of
works.”

.-Ans. It ¢ clearly follows” that salvation
is of the evidence of works, not of the merit
of works.

Reply. “This explan:mon of the textiscon- -
tradictory to the account of the resurrection
given by Christ and St. Paul.” See Luke xx,
83-36; 1 Cor. xv, 42-50; 1 Thess. iv, 13-18

Ans There is not the shadow of a contra-
diction ; forin these places the resurrection of
the nghteons is treated of ; in the other, the re-
surrectionof both the nghteous and the wicked.

Reply. ¢ Christ said in the same connection,
¢The hour is coming, and now is, when the
dead shall hear the voice” &c. . .

Ans. Why not speak out plainly, and say,
asitis a figurative resurrection which is spoken
of in the 25th verse, so it is the same in the
28th and 29th verses? Iallowittobe a
rative resurrection in the former, but I deny
it in the latter passage. The subject is chang-
ed in these verses from a figurative to a literal
resurrection. As my opponent understands
these passages, they must be read together
thus: * The hour is coming, and now is, when
those who are dead in sin shall hear the voice -
of the Son of God ; and they that hear shall
live.—Marvelnot at this ; for the hour is com-
ing when all that are in the graves of sin shall
hear the voice of the S8on of God, and shall
come forth,” &¢. This would be pure tautolo-
gy. Beside,if by “ allthat are in the graves”
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is meant “all who are in their sins,” then their
“coming forth” from that state would be
“ coming forth” to a holy, happy life, and not
unto “ damnation,” as our Lord declares.
Heb. ix, 27, “ And as itis appointed unto
men once to die, and after this the judgment:
so Christ,” &c. My opponent goes round and
round this text, as though he were afraid to
speak his sentiment upon it. This I will do
for him. He understands the text thus: ¢ [t
is appointed unto memn, who are high priests,
once to die in their sacrifices; and after that
the holy place” Mr. H. Ballou, I believe,
has the honour of inventing this text, and all
his brethren have adopted it after him. Now
I will at once admit all ‘that he says of the
scope of the chapter—all, respecting the high
priest going into the holy place with the blood
of his sacrifice, and of his returning with the
breastplate of judgment, &c ; but I cannot con-
sent this new text should be foisted into the
Scriptures: I object to it, 1. Because it is
far fetched, and forced. 2. Becauseit is false.
It is not true that it was appointed unto the
high priest to die once in his sacrifice ; but, if
we must use that language for the sake of
confuting it, it was appointed unto the high
priest to die in this sense perpetually, year
after year. 3. Because there is no such con-
nection between the 27th veise and the fore-
going part of the chapter, as he supposes;
but the text is put absolute, and forms an
antithesis to the 25th verse. This text is;
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therefore, proof direct of judgment after
death, . B "

2 Cor. v, 10, “ We must all appear before
the judgment seat of Christ, that every one

. may receive the things done in his body,” &ec.

The Reply finds fault with the translation
here, and after throwing out the words added
by the translators, presents the text to us.in
this form:—“ That every one may receive
the things in body,” &c., and says he “ doubts
not that I shall agree with him.”” But though
we may not all be judges of correct criticisms
on the Greek, yet, since hie has set the exam-
ple, I must be allowed to say, that 1 do doubt
very much the correctness of his translation,
and of using the preposition- i, at all. The
Greek is truly translated by, and not 7n, as in
the common version. Andso Dr. A. Clarke
comments it, “ The soul,” says he, “is the
agent, the body the instrument by which we
act.” This text,therefore, givesgood testimo-
ny for the future judgment after all that has
been said to the contrary.

2 Pet. iii, 7. I produced this passage for
the double purpose of proving a day of judg-
ment, and pointing out, by certdin adjuncts,
the time of the judgment. The

Reply merely glances at the passage, mak-
ing it all figurative as in other cases. But the
text speaks in strong terms of “ theday of judg-
ment and perdition of ungodly men,” as future.
The adjuncts which markthe time of the judg-
ment are, “the heavens ard. the earth being
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reserved unto fire.” We learn from the con-
text that the earth in this passage is the same
that was once destroyed by water. We learn
from this context also that * there shall come
in the last days scoffers, walking after their
own lusts, and saying, Where is the promise
of his coming? -For since the fathers fell
asleep, all -things continue as they were.”
And while all things go on in theirusual course,
(for.a thousand years with the Lord are as
one day,) and these objectors are crying
“ peace and safety,” “behold, the day of the
Lord will come upon them -as a thief in the
night, and they shail not escape.”

* Matt. xxv, 31-46. After whathas already
been said upon this passagein anotherplace, I
will only notice two things which determine its
application to the future judgment: 1. “ All
fations shall be gathered together” on the oc-
casien ; and, 2. The final result of the judg-
ment shall be, that the wicked “shall go away
into everlasting punishment ; but the righteous
Into life eternal> Thus the awful scene
closes, and the future states of the righteousand
wicked are fixed for eternity, by the same word.
* Nov. 1, 1827, ’ )

—_—

LecturE II.—Salvation Conditional.

¢ Ho that believeth shall be saved; but ho that bs-
lieveth not shall be dumned,” Mark xvi, 16

THE text teaches that salvation Is offered
to sinners upon, conditions. By condition
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I mean that which is required .of man. in

order to salvation, and which he may or may

not perform. . e

I will admit for the sake of the argument,
that if salvation be unconditional, Universal-
ism may be true ; .but on the contrary, if sal-
yation be conditional, and those conditions,
whatever they be, are not performed by man
during the present life, he cannot be saved,
but must suffer a future, everlasting pun-
ishment. The Universalists themselves are
sensible of this, ‘and therefore assert that fu-
ture salvation is absolute and unconditional.

The Gospel regards mankind as sinners,
guilty, ruined, condemned, and helpless ;. and
offers them salvation upon certain conditions ;
and they remain in sin, and under condemna-
tion till they perform thase conditions. And
he that is under condemnation cannot be, at
the same time, an heir to the heavenly inheri-
tance. The supposition is impossible, and too
absurd to be admitted for a moment. And
yet our opponents must say this, or allow that
salvation is conditional.

Holjness is the grand condition of future
salvation ; “ Because it is written, Beye holy ;
for 1 am holy,” 1 Pet. i, 16. “ Follow peace
with all men, and holiness, without which no
manshall see the Lord,” Heb. xii, 14. ¢ Verily,
verily, Isay unto thee, Except a man be born
again, he cannot see the kingdom of God,”
John iii, 3. )

. That holiness (I speak of moral holiness) -
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is required of man as the condition of his sal-
vation, is reasocnable from the consideration
of the powers and faculties with which he is
endued. .He is an immeortal, intelligent, mo-
ral, accountable creature. He is capable of
knowing dnd loving the Author of his being.
He is endued with the power of chopice and
tiberty of will ; and therefore he is eapable,
with ‘the gracious succours afforded him,
of performing the conditions of eternal salva-
tion, and is justly accountable if he does not.
Free agency has no place in the creed of a
modern Universalist, and looks with a frown-
ing aspectupon his wholesystem. The Scrip-
tures, however, do not make this a question,
but every where assume.it as a fact; and we
may add that, to prove. the contrary is more
than either philospher or divine has ever yet
sccemplished. . And we might, perhaps, adopt
the sentiment of the late Dr. Chauncy, (who
wrote a large book to proveredemption from
hell,) that free agency in manis a self-evident
thing ; and thathe whodenies it isincapable of
being convinced by argument, because no -
thing is more evident than the thing itself. ]
would, however, observe that necessity, much
better than free agency, suits a system, the
object of which is to diminish, if not entirely
to do awa{, the criminality of sin. But there
is certainly a very great difference in the
moral characters of men. While some are
the children of Ged by the. assimilation
of their desires, affections, dispositiens, and
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lives to the will of God, and hence'are children
of God, and joint heirs with Jesus Christ;
others, by the assimilation-of their desires;
affections, dispositions, and lives to the will of
the devil, are condemned by the law of God,~~
vessels of wrath, and heirs of everlasting pu-
nishment.© Now who has made the difference
between these men? They, that is, the wicked,
have made it themselves, and in such asehseas
to render them justly accountable to' God for
it, and worthy of everlasting punishment.

That holiness is the condition oi- salvation:
will be best seen by considering the duties and
virtues implied in” that term, which.are also
considered as conditions of salvation.

1. Faith is an important branch of our
evangelical holiness, and azondition of salva.
tion, The Scriptures give us this view of it.
If God has made salvation dependent on faith
or believing ; if “ he that believeth is justified,”

.ahd “he'that believeth not is condemned al-
ready,” then faith is a condition of salvation.
But God has thus conneoted salvation with
faith. “ The Gospel is the power of God
unto salvation to every one that believeth,”
Rom. i, 16. “For unto us was the Gospel
preached as well as unto them,” the Israelites
in the wilderness; “but the word preached
did not profit them, not being mixed with faith
in them that heard it,” Heb. iv, 2. We may
remark here, 1. That either of these passages
when taken alone, and much more both when
taken together, prove that faith is the condi-
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tion of salvation. 2. That the latter is proof
in point that the condition has failed,—* they,”
the 1sraelites, ““were not profited by the Gos-
pel” 3. That the apostle admonishes Chris-
tians, ¢ lest a promise being leit them of enter-
ing into his rest,” the future rest, “ any of them
should come short of it,” after the example of
these unbelieving Israelites. “Yeare all the
children of God by faith,”—"saved by grace
through faith,”—* Thy faith hath saved thee,”
—“the just shall live by faith,”— justified by
faith)’ &c. In all these passages, and a multi-
tude of others, salvation is not only connected
with faith, but is 0 dependent upon it that with-
out faith or believing there is no salvation.
Our Lord’s commission to his apostles
ought to be allowed to settle this question for
ever. ‘“Go yeinto all the world, and preach
the Gospel to every creature. He that be-
lizveth—shall be saved, but he that believeth
xnot shall be damned,” Mark xvi, 16. “ He
that believeth on him is not condemned: but
he that believeth not js condemned already ;
because he hath not believed on the name of
- the only-begotten Son of Goed. He that be-
lieveth on the Son hath everlasting life; but
he that believeth not the Son shall not see life’;
but the wrath of God abideth-on him,” John
iii, 18, 36. These passages are too plain,
solemn, and important, to admit of any light
criticism or cavil; and he.that does this does
it at the peril of his soul. )
To see the importarice of "this subject we

\
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must observe that all mankind are sinners,
and under condemnation by the law of God ;
that the Gospel is God’s'mercifal method of
saving sinners, and that he hath appointed
faith as the condition of salvation.- There-
fore he that believes is saved from guilt and
condemnation. The believer receives Christ
as his wisdom, righteousness, sanctification,
and redemption, and with him, pardon, and-
eternallife. Heenters into covenant with God, .
and thus obtains eternal life. But he that be-
lieves not, enters not into the covenant, and
of course receives none of its saving benefits,
but remains in his sins, under condemnation
by the law, and exposed to all its penalties.
This enables us to understand the meaning
and force of the apostle’s words, “ How shall
we escape if we neglect so great salvation "
Heb. ii, 3. Jesus Christ came into the world
to save mankind from everlasting misery, to
which they were exposed by the breach of the
Divine law ; but neglecting him their salva-
tion, they remain exposed, and must suffer in
their own -persons the whole penalty of the
law, and there is no way of escape. And if
¢ eternal life is the gift of God through Jesus
Christ,” it follows that eternal death is the
penal]?' of the law. : .
2. Faith is sometimes treated as a generic
term in the Scriptures, including whatever is
implied in previousrepentance and subsequent
obedience. Repentanee is a condition of sal-
vation, and is so considered throughout the
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Bible. That eternal life depends on repent-
ance as a condition is abundantly manifes
from the word of God. “ Repent ye, for the
kingdom of heaven is at hand,” Matt. iii, 2,
and iv, 17. Repent “for the remission of
sins,” Acts ii, 38.. ¢ John did preach the bap-
tism of repentance for the remission of sins,”
‘Mark i, 14. “Godly sorrow worketh repent-
ance to salvation,” 2 Cor. vii, 10. “After thy
hard and impenitent heart, treasurest up to
thyself wrath against the day of wrath, and
revelation of the righteous judgment of God,”
Rom. ii, 5. “ Turn ye, turn ye, for why will
ye die,” Ezek. xxxiii, 11. ‘Except ye re-
pent ye shall all likewise perish,” Luke xiii,
3. If repentance is not a condition of salva-
tion according to these scriptures; there is no
meaning in words.

3. Obedience is a condition of salvation.—
But when I say obedienée is a condition, I do
not mean that it is in this sense a condition of
pardon and regeneration ; because obedience
does not go before regeneration, but follows
after it. And this ebservation is the more
important as it shows that obedience is not,
like repentance and faith, a condition of justi-
fication here, but of the continuance of that
salvation which we have received by faith,
and of future, everlasting salvation. “And
being made perfect, he becomes the author of
eternal salvation unto all-them that obey him,”
Heb. v, 9. “God will render—to them who,
by patient continuance in well doing, seek for
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glory, and honour, and immonrtality, eternal
Jife ; butuntothem thatare contentiousanddo
not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness, in-
dignation and wrath, tribulation and anguish,”
&c., Rom. ii, 8-10. The same apostle tells us
that God will present the saints “ holy,” &c.,
“in his sight, if they .continue in the faith
grounded and settled, and be not moved away
from the hope of the Gospel,” Col. i, 22, 23.
Again he says, “ Work out your own salva-
tion with jear and trembling,” &c., Phil.
ii, 12.- St/John says, “ Blessed are they that
do his commandments, that they may have
right to the tree of life, and may enter in
through the gates into the city” of the New
Jerusalem, Rev. xx, 14. 1 say as before, if
these passages do noet prove that obedience is
a condition of eternal salvation, there is no
meaning in words.

4. The argument is strengthened by a mul-
titude of testimonies which show that the “dis-
obedient shall not inherit the kingdom of God.”

© “If judgment begin at us, (the Church,) what

shall the end be of them that obey not the
Gospel of God,” 1 Pet. iv, 17. ¢ The Lord
Jesus Christ shall be revealed from heaven
with his mighty angels, in flaming fire, taking
vengeance on them thatknow not God, and that
obey not the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ ;
who shall be punished with everlastingdestruc-
tion from the presence of the Lord, and from
the glory of his power,” 2 Thess. i, 7-9.

ere I now to leave the subject with the
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intelligent and candid, without saying another
word upon it, it is lmposs1ble that niversal,
ism should stand because it is as evident as
the word of God can make any thing, that
salvation is conditional, and that those who
neglect the conditions will miss of -salvation.
But I will pursue it farther, and in order to
show you. that this 1mplcaded doctrine has no”
countenance in the word of God, I will anti-
cipate: an objection or two, because the an-
swers to these will set the subject in the clear-
est point of light.

Obj. « The mistake, on which the whole
welght of your cause rests, consists in suppos-
ing that when the inspired writers speak of
elernal life and salvation on the one hand, and
of everlasting punishment, condemnatxon and
wrath, on the other, they refer to the future
state ; whereas it is evident from a great va-
riety oi passages that they use these words
and phrases with reference to the circurstan-
ces and states of believers and unbelievers in
the present life : and hence your foundation
is removed, and the system you endeavour to
build must fall to the ground.”

To this I answer: it was never denied by
those who hold future punishment that the
words and phrases, eternal life, everlasting
life, salvation, condemnation, wrath, punish-
ment, are sometimes used with reference to
the states of believers and unbelievers in this
life ; not, however, to the exclusion of the
future state, Because that life which. is en-
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oyed here by faith is the same in nature, and
I8 the beginning of that which shall be enjoyed
in the future state. If this’ “life” is called
« eternal” -for different reasons, we must wait
till the objector informs us what they are, and
tilthe show us how that can be strictly eternal
which is limited to the present life. And so
in the case of unbelief, condemnation, wrath,
and punishment. They commence in this
life. i

In the mean time we thank our opponent
for admitting that he that ¢ believeth not shall
be damned,” that is, for agreeing with us that
the verb in the former clause, believeth not, is
in the present tense, and that the verb in the
latter, shallbe damned, is irrthe future, though it
seems to give their argument some advantage
against us. For, in applying this language
to unbelievers at the present time, it enables
them to say, with some degree of plausibility,
“He that believeth not now, shall, some time
before he leaves the world, be damned, that is,
- suffer according to the demerit of his sins.”

But this advantage is only imappearance ;
for if we consider the unbeliever with refer-
ence to another period, this advantage all
flows back, and leaves Universalism in ruins.
The period. to which I allude is the last mo-
ment of his natural life; the moment that
separates time from eternity: that moment
which all former generations have passed,
which all that now live, and that shall here-
after live, must pass; that dark and dreaded
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moment, involved in tenfold darkness by the
mists of error thrown around it ;—that mo-
ment, Isay, shall reveal the horrors, the
Jalsehood, and the blasphemy of Universalism!
For that word is as true now as it ever was,
“ He that believeth not shall be damned I”
Here believeth not applies to his last moment
in this world ; shall be damned applies to the
Sulure state, .

O Universalism! what hast thou done
Thou hast deceived and ruined multitudes of
immortal beings! Thou deceivest, with false’
assurances of peace, those who should be
admonished, and leadest them .down to the
chambers of eternal death, as the unsuspecting
sheep are led to.the slaughter ! Theu blindest
them with the reasonings of sophistry, and
leadest them to the brink of an awful preci-
pice; and the moment which thou hast toid
them should bring them into the paradise of
God, plunges them into the vortex of despair,
and they sink down ! down ! down! into the
bottomless pit, the lake that burneth with fire
and brimstone ! .

Are these the vagaries of a distempered
brain, as Universalism would persuade us, or
are they the sayings of the true and faithful
Witness? They are as true as the word of
the Lord, “ for the mouth of the Lord hath
spoken them.” ¢ He that believeth not shall
be damned ;» “ Except ye repent ye shall al}
perish;? “ Without holiness no man shall see
the Lord;” “ Except ye be conperted; and be
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come as little children, ye shall in no case en-
ter into the kingdom of heaven,” &e., &c., &e.
The only question now is, are these threaten-~
ings true, or are they false? Are they true at
this time, the sinner’s-last moment. in this
world? Universalism says they are false,—
they were true once, but their truth has passed
away with the life of the sinner. The word-

- of God said to him in the morning of his days,

“He that believeth not shall be damned;”
“Except ye repent ye shall perish ;»” “ Except
ye be converted—ye shall in no case enter
into the kingdom'of God ;” but now, that he
has spent all his days in transgression, in
abusing the mercies of God; now that he has
grown old and hardened in sin, and has come
to his last moments, the wrath- of God ne
longer abideth on him, and all the threatenings
in the word of Gled are sealed up, have ceased
their hoarse murmurs, if they are not rather
changed into-sweet promises and assurances
of everlasting life and happiness in the king-
dom of God. When the sinner was twenty

ears old he was assured that the wrath of

od abode upon hif ; but now that he hag
the accumulated guilt of four-score years upon
him, and at last dies, perhaps; in a fit of
intoxication, there is 1o wrath, no curse, no
wo, but the gate of heaven is opened to him
the moment he leaves the world, the bosom
of God receives him to dwell with saints and
angels for ever! Is this the doctrine of the
Bible? Itis as far from it as hell from heaven!
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We will now hear the only remaining ob-
jection of Universalism that has any weight;
and if that can- be silenced; as I trust the
foregoing. has been, that doctrine must fall,
and all the men in the world cannet up-
hold it. N C

Obj. -« Universalists are calumniated, as
often as they are represented as holding that

men go to ‘heaven in their sins, or without.

holiness. But cannot God produce holiness
in the sinner at the last moment of his earth-
ly existence? ‘We believe that he .can, and
that he:actually does produce holiness at the
last in all who were not made holy hefore in
the way of repentance, faith, .and obedience
to the: Gospel. And if he can make them
holy in death, who were not holy before,
there is not.the shadow -of an objection to
universal salvation.” o
.- Ans. 1.. I cannot see, on the ground of
Universalism, what need there is of holiness
at all; for it is a part of the system that the
sinner is saved on the ground of suffering the
whole penalty of the law. "Why then talk of
another ground of salvation, even holiness ?
This looks like a condition after all. Beside,
if we must talk of salvation.on the ground of
suffering, it would seem that he who has suf-
fered -aceording to his sins, is thereby made
free from sin, and of course made holy ; for
most evidently while sin er unhaliness remains,
the cause of suffering or punishment continues.
But were it otherwise, we affirm, and fear not
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contradiction, that he who has suffered the
whole penalty of the law can suffer no more
in justice, and, whether holy or unholy, may
demand his release from farther suffering.

2. 1 say that God cannot produce holiness
in the sinner in a way that would make null
and void the threatenings of his own law.
But if he should make the impenitent sinner
holy at the last moment.of his earthly exist-
ence, he would defeat all the purposes of the
threatenings of his law. It would make them
without force, and without effect. It would
make them the most ridiculous and contempt-
ible things in the world. Who can believe
that the great King, the everlasting Jehovah,
would command repentance, faith, and obe-
dience, upon pain of damnation, and in case
his creatures choose to live in disobedience,
hold kimself bound to produce heliness in
them, to save them from his threatened penal-
ties? This is not all. The threatenings in
this case are falsehoods, and were designed to
deceive his creatures. They could not have
been given with sincere intention. And what
effect is this disclosure likely to produce upon
the sinner? Will it produce the effect of ad-
monition ? Will it inspire fear and reverence
of the Divine authority? Will it not rather
g‘roduce infidelity and-contempt both of the

w and the Gospel ? .

3. According to the objection there are two
ways in which sinners may. be made holy; in
one way they may be made holy through

.
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repentance, faith, and obedience to the Gos-.
pel; and in the other, without either repent-
ance, faith, or obédience. I will give an
instance of the latter aceording to Universal.
ism. A drunken man falls down in the street,
—a heavy carriage passes over his head, and
kills him in a moment.- Now this man did-
not perform-one of the conditions of salvation.
He did not repent—he did not believe—he did
not obey the-Gospel. These things came not
into his fhoughts. And yet Universalism says
there is no futdre punishment for this man;
he is saved, and he is made holy too! This
point must be cleared up before we can be-
lieve in the doctrine of universal salvation..
4. The objection tells us that “ God pro-
duces holiness in the sinner at the last mo-
ment.” Does this language mean the same
with the following? ¢ Repent—that your sins
may be blotted out;” * Turn ye, turn ye, from
your evil ways;” E Believe, and thou shalt be
saved;" ¢ Work out your salvation with fear
and trembling ;” * Save 'goufcelees from this
untoward generation.” produce not these
sentences as though we could work out our
own salvation independently of God, but to
show that we must be workers together with
him. Does Universalism mean the same
thing? It does not. It means that God will
produce holiness in those who put net forth
the least desire or effort toward it. It must
'mean this in a multitude of cases, even in all
those where ‘sinners die so>suddenly that lhey
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have not a mement's space for repentance
after the summons of death arrives. Why
then should we listen tothe siren song of this
monster of the deep, seeing that.she doth but
allure to her treacherous and cruel embraces.
those who are pleased with the-melody of her
woice? And who that reflects- but for a mo-
ment would dare to.neglect. the means of
holiness and a preparation to meet his God,
"under pretence that if he should do so, that
same God who has commanded him, under
the severest penalty, to be holy, will, never-
theless, alter the thing that has gone out of
his mouth, and produce holiness in him, him-
self, without his thought, desire, or care?

5. It must not be forgotten, however, that
moral holiness .cannot bé. produced in this
way. Man is an intelligent creature and a
free agent, and God deals with him as such.
To produce holinéss in man a system of

.means and agencies is put in operation.
There is the Gospel; with its"precepts, its de-
clarations, its invitations, its promises, and its
threatenings, all designed to have aninfluence
to this end. There is the agency. of God and
the agency of man required in producing ho-
liness, It is, therefore, worse than idle, it is
absurd and dangerous, to teach that sinners
can be made holy where motives can have no
influence, and where human agency is ex-
cluded. e o

Repentance and faith are essential branch.
es of Christian holiness, and necessarily imply

L
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attention, desire, and effort, in the attainment,

. as well as in the continuance of them. Re-

pentance implies reflection, contrition, and
-Teformation. Faith comes by hearing, and
hearing by the word of God. Man is, there-
fore, an agent in obtaining repentance and
faith, as -well as those virtues which are
dependent on them; and it is impossible in
the very nature of the thing, that holiness
should be produced inhim without his agency.
Moral holiness cannot be produced in a stone,
because a stone has not a moral nature. It
cannot think, desire, or put forth any effort,
and therefore is incapable of moral qualities.
But man, possessing a moral nature, that is,
being an intelligent, free agent, is capable of
moral action, and moral holiness can no
more be produced in him without his own
agency, than it can be-preduced in a stone.
~We infer the same thing from the command
given to men to repent, to believe, to be holy ;
and therefore conclude that God ‘cannot pro-
duce holiness in them in a way that would
supersede his own command, together with
their moral powers, and that whole system
of means which -he has appointed for this
express purpose. And we cannot regard this
new doctrine, which teaches that God will
produce holiness in men without their agency
in the use of means, in any other light than
as “ another gospel.”
To see the awful and deceptive tendency
of this doctrine, we need only consider the



a2 . DISCUSSION ON

multitudes of our fellow ereatures who die
under circumstances.which render repentance,
&c., either absolutely impossible or extreme-
ly doubtful.. -~ = ,

What shall we say of those who, being
- sick unto death, are nevertheless unwilling to
hear serious discourse, or fervent prayers, or
any thing said about death or a preparation
for death, and whose cruel friends studiously
keep them ignorant of .their danger, till the
pit swallows them up. Here, 10 say the least,
repentance is extremely doubtful.- .

Consjder the countless multitudes who, in
the most fatal stupidity, and with the most
horrid profaneness and impiety, full of envy,
rage, and malice, have rushed into battle, and
met death in a moment. In such cases the
fair presumption is that there is no repentance.

Consider all those impenitent sinners in
every country, - who, being suddenly and
strangely seized with palsy, apoplexy, plague,
and fever, are deprived of reason, and die in
a state of mental derangement. Repentance
is the work of reason ; if there be, therefore,
such a thing as an impenitent sinner dying
without reason, that sinner dies without re-
pentance. . : .

Consider the case of all those incorrigible
sinners who have been cut off by the judg-
ments of God. . Such were the antediluvians,
the inhabitants of Sodom, Pharaoh and his
host, the troop of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram,
the unbelieving Jews, &c. Did. all these re-

4



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 6d

pent? Or were they saved without repent-
"ance ? SRS o

Consider the case of those who die in‘a state
of intoxication. Some of these as they return
from the revels of Bacchus, fall in tge.high-
way and perish with cold, or are smothered
under the drifting snow; some fall into the
water and are drowned ; some are consumed
in their burning houses ; and others, some in
one way and some in another, are overtaken
by death while beastly drunk, or so far intoxi-
cated that they have no power to save them-
selves. Here the Gospel can have no effect.
Here motives, whether of. grace or wrath, are
entirely useless. ‘Here then can be no repent-
ance. And are these made holy and taken to
heaven while they are drunk? In the name
of the great and dreadful God, tell us how
these people are made holy, give us Bible
assurance of the fact, or cease to preach this
doctrine.

Consider the case of those miserable hu-
man beings, who, having contemned the
Saviour of the world, and despised religion, in
their last moments are filled with despair and
enmity against God, and die dreadfully blas-
pheming the name of God and of Christ, like
the unhappy Altamont, and the once honour-
able Francis Newport. Here was a state of
mind perfectly the reverse of repentance, and
apparently forsaken of God.

Consider the case of those who commit
murder and are executed in the same con-
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tempt of God and religion in which they had
broken all Jaws, human and Divine. Of this
class I'saw and conversed with one about
thirty years ago. He was clearly convicted
of murder. But neither the sentence of death,
then soon to be executed, nor any considera-
tion of his miserable condition, or of the
freeness and richness of the grace of God,
could induce him to submit to Jesus Christ
for pardon, In the same obduracy of mind
he remained to the moment of his execution.
Here was no repentance, no holiness, and we
believe no salvation. .
Finally, consider that class of men who
add suicide to murder. - Witness the case of
Wm. Bedle, of Weathersfield, in Connecticut.
He was a professed Deist. He very deliber-
ately killed his wife and-children, and then,
with his pistols held to his ears, launched
himself into eternity ! Many simila) instances
might be mentioned, as you all very well
know. And here it is worth our while to
pause and ask,—Does the Jaw of God cease
_to condemn this last, murderous act, by which
a man throws himself out of the world, and
away from the place and means of repent-
ance? Does God interpose for this bloody
man, and, contrary to the only way revealed
in the Gospel for the salvation of sinners, fit
him for heaven without repentance? Surely
he who can believe this, must have his under»
standing strangely warped by the love o
system! .
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" Lastly. The objeetion assumes every thing,
and proves nothing. Where is the procf that
God -will, at the last, set aside the thre&ten-
ings and penalties of his own law %—that he
will release the sinner from the obligation of
the conditions of salvation, and produce holi-
ness in him in a way to supersede every
desire and effort of the sinner ?-—that he will
at last save those who have neglected their
own salvation, and die as they have lived,—
in their sins? The Saviour tells us of some,
that they shall die in their sins. Can they
die in their sins, and at the same time' be.
saved from their'sins? We have a demand
upon the Universalists to tell us how those
who die in their_ sins are made holy at the

- last moment, or saved from future punishment.
f they have found the proof of these things,
let them tell us where it is, and whkat it is. We
cannot take assumption for proof in a case

- where so much is depending. We can take
no indirect proof of the salvation of all men,
while there is so much evidence of future
punishment. In particular, we demand the
most substantial proof that God will produce
holiness at last, in all those who have broken
his law, and abused his goodness through life.
Nothing but the meost direct and positive evi-
dence will satisfy us on this point. The time
of our death is an eventful -crisis with our
souls, To the natural gloominess of that
hour, a thousdnd horrors are added by the
least uncertainty respécting the future state,

5 .
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To die comfortably and safely, we need the
witness of the Spirit with our spirits that we
are the children of God,—we need the evi-
dence of grace in the fruits of a sanctified
heart and- holy life ;—in a word, we need all
the support and comfort which an application
of the promises of God’s word can give us,
and in order for this, we must know that we
are the characters to whom the promises:
belong. If we would die like Paul, we must
be able to say with him, I have fought a good
Sight, I have finished my course, I have kept
the faith : hencefortk there is laid up for me
a crown of righteousness, which the Lord, the
righteous Judge, shall give me at that day.
But those who have neglected the conditions
of salvation, who have made no preparation
to meet their God, but come to their last hour
with the sins of their whole lives upon them,
cannot leave the world in triumph, cannot
look forward into eternity with holy rapture,
but generally die as they have lived, in spirit-
ual lethargy, or, more frequently, are appal-
led at the thick darkness before them, draw
back, utter a groan, give up the ghost,—and
where are they? Thus if you inquire at the
roouth of the “lively oracles” of God’s word,"
they will show the importance of performing
the conditions of salvation. If you “ ask death
beds, they can tell.” If you ask Christians,
especially these who once were Universalists,
but through grace have been brought to see
the truth as it is in Jesus, (and their number
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is not small,) they will give their consentaneous
testimony in favour of the same great truth,
the importance of the conditions of salvation,
and to this also, that Universalism is a cun-
ningly devised fable, calculated mainly to
deceive and to destroy unwary souls.

Nov. 8, 1827. )

D ——

ANSWER 1II.

Remarks on Mr. Paig_;:’s Reply-to Lecture I1.

¢« For the wages of sin is death : but the gift of God
is e;%mal life through Jesus Christ our Lord,” Rom.
vi, . '\
I wiLy just remark upon this text, that if
eternal life be the gift of God through Jesus
Christ, eternal death must be the wages of sin ;
because they are. fully opposed the one to
the other.* - -

In remarking on the reply to my second
lecture, I shall begin with my.opponent’s se-
cond division of our subject ; because that will
detain us but a short time. Here he notices
some remarks of mine, which, in his opinion,
are “unprofitable at the least.” I am not at
all disappointed at this complaint. In my
note, in which I gave him the offer of this
house for his replies, I informed him that [
was going to warn my congregation against

# There was a reason at the time for this motto and
remark; and though not immediately connected with
tho answer I let them remain, .
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the evil tendency of Universalism; and ¥ never
designed that discussion should shut out ad-
monition. If I had charged that doctrine with
being “a cunningly devised fable;” if I had
made an dpostrophe to it as a “deceiver and
destroyer of immortal beings,” without proving
it to be such, my opponent might have com-
plained ; but to complain before he had con-
futed my arguments, is complaining out of due
time. The propriety or impropriety of the
expressions he complains of, can only be de-
termined by reference to the importance of the
subject treated of, and the character of the
evidence in support of it. If it be true, that
at tﬁe last-moment of the impenitent sinner’s
existence he is as much exposed to future
wrath as at any former period, then no lan-
guage can adequately express “the horrors,
the falsekood, and the blasphemy of Univer-
salism ;” but if it be true, on the other hand,
that all the threatenings in God’s word cease
at that time—that God produces holiness in
the impenitent, unbelieving sinner without his
desire or effort, and this can' be shown, then
I have done wrong, and will retract what I
have said. Till this is done, I am forbidden
by a sense of duty to refrain from warning
the sinner through fear of offending him.

I do not blame, neither have I blamed my
opponent merely for ¢ adopting” the senti-
ments or the language of another person. I
have done this myself when I have found what
I wanted in an author. Al writers do the
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same, not even excepting my opponent, whose
method of treating the subjects in dispute, and.
whose comments upon the Scriptures, appear
to be nearly all borrowed, and whose turns
of thought are more destitute of originality
than most other writers. Whether the man-
ner of his lugging in this subject; and then in-
forming the congregation that I had practised
plagiarism toward my brother in not “ giving
him due credit” for his. production, when no
person had seen them, and when I confided
them to him, informing him expressly that my
manuscripts were in an unfinished state, and
when his manuscripts also came into my
handsin a like unfinished state—I say, whe-
ther his doing these things, under these cir-
oumstances, proceeded from reasons of bro-
therly love,* the audience will judge.

But when I applied the “lash,” as he is
ﬂeased to call it, I did it not without reasons.

e had adopted or at least appeared to adopt
from Rev. H. Ballou, comments on two pas-
sages of Scripture which so entirely*changed
their character as to make them, in spirit and
in word, new texts. At the same time he did
not use his wonted perspicuity of expression,
but a circumlocution, as though he thought
the congregation might not be prepared to
hear the sentiments nakedly expressed. In
this case I thought it my duty to express the
sentiments, and let the congregation see that

* My opponent has addressed me by the appellation
of ‘brother” through tho whole discussion.
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when the inspired writers speak of the “fire
of vengeance” in the way of admonition, they
do not mean the “love of God,” or she “fire
in which God appeared to Ezekiel;” and when
they tell us, “ It is appointed unto men once
to die, but after this the judgment,” they do
not mean that it is “ appointed unto men who
are high priests once to die in their sacrifices.”
Perhaps I might be allowed a word in this
place respecting the spirit and character of a
disputant. I would say then that he should
never engage in controversy but with-an eye
to the glory of God, nor with any weapons
but those which are spiritual. But heis a sol-
dier, and must use the sword of the Spirit.
He should be severe or otherwise, according
to the character of the error he opposes. Isit
one of opinion merely? He should use all
gentleness and forbearance. But if it be an
error of magnitude dnd of manifest vicious
tendency, and especially if it assumes a plau-
sible appearance, and employs the arts of
sophistry in its defence, it must be dealt with
severely : its false colourings must be stripped
off, its sophistry must be detected ;-—irony,
and sarcasm, and the admonitions of Scripture
may all be employed. If the principal cha--
racter of the error to be opposed, and of the
arguments in its defence, be that of absurdity,
then ridicule may be resorted to to bring it into
contempt. Sometimes the character of error
is such that it can have no influence apart
from the method of setting it forth, and the
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eharacter and talents of him or them who ma-
nageit; in which case its authors and abet-
tors become identified with if, and cannot
expect wholly to escape the “lash.”- And
the whole success of a discussion depends on
exhibiting error as it is, and in pointing out
the weakness, the absurdity, and the sophistry
of the arguments employed in its defence.
This should never be done in bitterness, but
always with frankness and plainneas of speech.
Nor should the disputant who defends the
part of truth be disheartened, though the cry
of crael “ buffetings” should be raised, and his
arguments and appealsshould be complained
of as having an unfavaurable influence upon
discussion. These things are to be expected,
and always come at the time when argument
fails. Thoughit may happen that those who
thus complain, and who affect a suavity of
disposition and a softness of manner not ne-
cessary to polemics, may incur the censure
of him of whom it is said, ¢ The words of his
mouth were smoother than butter, but war
was in his heart: his words were softer than
oil, yet were they drawn swords.”

In coming to the first division of our sub-
ject, it may be necessary to settle the question,
—What are we to understand by salvation?
For ourselves, we confess that we always
have supposed that the Gospel teaches, not
only that we are saved from “ evil propensi-
ties,” and from sinning in future,” but also
that Christ saves us from the guilt of our past
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actual sins, and from. the curse of the law,
 whenever we believe in him as the Scriptures

require. If it be not clear from the Gospel

that Jesus Christ came into the world, suffer-
" ed, and died, to save us from the “curse of
the law,” then nothing is clear from the Gos-
pel. The Gospel teaches us that “ Christ
hath redeemed us from the curse of the law,
being made a curse for us,” Gal. iii, 13. That
for this very purpose he offered himself “a
sacrifice to God,”—bearing our sins in his
body upon the tree ;>—that in consequence of
this we have “ redemption through his blood,
the forgiveness of sins, according te the riches
of his grace,” Eph. i, 7. And no doctrine is
more explicitly taught in the Scriptures than
this, that “ our sins are forgiven through his
name,” that we are “ justified (that is pardon-
ed) through faith,” and “by faith, in him.”
And are we now to give up the doctrines of
redemption, atonement, pardon ef sins, and
deliverance from the curse of the law? And
what shall we gain in exchange? Why, to be
sure, we shall gain this, that we are not in-
debted to the grace of God for any of these
things, and that we must suffer the whole pe-
nalty of the law in our own persons!

The reasoning by which my opponent sup-
ports his hypothesis is of singular character.
He tells us that “the penalty which God did
attach to the law was either just or unjust.
If unjust, we cannot believe in the. justice of
God. If just, then transgressors.must suffer it,
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# God treat them according to the principles
of justice, If then this penalty be endless
misery, all sinners will suffer it,in which case
there is no hope.” True, on the principles
of Universalism there is no hope for any sin-
ner, because that teaches he must suffer the
whole penalty of the law in his own person;
but on the principles of the Gospel there is
hope, because he may repent and believe in
Christ; in which case he “ receives the atone-
ment,” is “ pardoned,” and the penalty of the
law is remitted to him. And this is the first
time, (I mean the age of Wniversalism,) we
ever heard this display of mercy complained of
as an act of injustice to the sinner. 1 wish you
to look at this sentiment, because it was given

ou in the reply to my first lecture, and now
is repeated and urged upon you: “ God can-
not show the sinner mercy in forgiving his
sins and remitting his punishment, because
that would not be treating him according to
the principles of justice;” and not treating
him according' to the principles of justice
would be treating him unjustly ; and treating
him unjustly would be treating him injurious-
ly. We, who never studied divinity in the
school of Universalism, never supposed that
showing mercy to a criminal was treating him
unjustly ; but we have supposed, and declared
upon the house top, that without the atone-
ment and metliation of Jesus Christ, God could
not, consistently with his justice as Governor
of the world, have shown mercy to the:sinner,
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This at once shows the value and importahce
of the mediation of Christ, and” the doctrine
of atonement. Not that the atonement, as
my opponent represented in his reply to my
first lecture, makes God merciful toward sin-
ners, but it enables him to extend mercy . to
them consistently with justice, and to be just
as well as merciful, in justifying the ungodly.
Let us now see whether he succeeds any
petter in supporting his own views of salva-
tion, than in opposing ours, Yeu will bear
in mind that he does not include in -that sal- -
vation which is by Jesus Christ, either 'the for-
giveness of sinsordeliverance from the penalty
of the law, but only.deliverance from “evil
propensities” and from “ sinning in futare.”
He tells us that this view of salvation ‘is en-
tirely Scriptural” I doubt this exceedingly ;
for when you take away all but the smallest
part of a doctrine, you mar that which re-
mains, and it is no lenger the doctrine of the
Bible, He has quoted several passages- of
Scripture to prove, what nobody ever denied,
viz., that “ Christ saves his people from their
sins.” But neither this, nor any one of. the
passages quoted, makes the distinction he does
between being saved from sins committed and
“ evil propensities.” And till he has proved
this distinction he hes proved nothing in point.
Farther. He tells you that from his views
of salvation you will be able to discover a
mistake of mine in calling “ certain things
conditions of salvation, which are in fact con-
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atituent parts of salvation.” And he tells you
that I have “ quoted several scriptures to prove
that unless .men have faith and repentance,
&c., they cannot-be saved.” Now hereis a
very capital mistake. Ihave not quoted one
scripture to prove that men “must merely
have faith and repentance or they cannot be
saved.” I have quoted many scriptures to
prove that men must repent, believe, and obey
the Gospel, or -they cannot be saved. Now
the difference between my design in quoting
the Seriptures, and what he says was my de-
.sign, as trifling .as it- may at first appear, is
very great. If men must believe, repent, and
obey the. Gospel as free agents, then faith, re-
pentance, and obedience are conditions of sal-
vation; but if they must merely have faith,
repentance,.and obedience, in his sense, they
may be passive as a stone, and may be made
hely by the sole act .of God, as he supposes
the drunken man is made holy in the moment
of death, without the least effort, desire, or
thought of his own. Now I complain of him
for two things; first, for representing me as
quoting the Scriptures to show that men must
merely have faith, repentance, and obedience,
in his sense of these terms, and thereby coun-
tenancing the most awful delusion that ever
prevailed in the world ; and secondly, for slid-
ing over the subject of conditions in the easy
manner he has done. The subject of condi-
tions is all impertant. It’is important to the
.Univeralists, and demands their serious atten-
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tion ;—for -if it be a correct dootrine, th

must own that their system.is false, and all
who are not holy are in danger of future pun-
ishment. And I did think, after the great
stress laid upon this doctrine in my lecture;
after what was said of thefree agency and
moral powers of man as the immediate foun-
dation of conditions; after -what was urged
from these; and from the command given men
to repent, believe, and obey the Gospel, and of
the impossibility and ahsurdity of supposing
that moral holiness can be produced in them
without their own agency—I say I did think,
as reluctant as I supposed him to be to touch
this subject, my opponent would have taken
it up, and attempted at least to confute some
of my arguments, and to point out the error
in my reasoning. And Ishould think:thatan
irresistible conviction of responsibility would
compel him to do-this; for he must know that
if the doctrine of conditions.be maintained, his
system is defective. And I now say that this
audience, the public, and especially his own
congregation, have a claim upon {im to do
this, and to do it in this place. I should not
wonder, however, if he should still evade the
point, and content himself with having said
that I “call certain things conditions of salva-
tion,” which he calls “constituent parts of
salvation.” But does this confute, or isit a
reply to .what I have said upon conditions?
Beside how does it appear that faith, repent-
ance, and obedience are constituent parts of
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our- salvation from the penalty of the law
which we have all broken ?——They cannot be
oonstituent parts here, but they are conditions ;
@nd every one who has broken the law, re-
mains under condemnation till he performs
them. Igrant,and didin nry lecture, that faith,
repentance, and obedience are “branches of
holiness’ or “ constituents” of this part of our
salvation. But they are conditions also.—
Their being “ constituent parts” does not pre-
vent their being conditions. Repentance and
faith are conditions of forgiveness or justifica-
tion and regeneration; and these, together
with obedience, are conditions of our continu-
.-ing in a state -of salvation. We are never
saved till we repent and believe the Gospel
nor do we continue in a state of salvation any
longer than we continue to walk by faith and
obedience. This shows that repentance, faith,
and obedience; are conditions of salvation.

The verbs in the apostles’ commission have
occasioned my opponent a great deal of trou-
ble. He knows'not what to do with them,
nor. how to dispose of them. He first con-
siders the verb « believeth not” without refer-
ence to any particular time; and then con-
cludes, if endless misery be the punishment
of him that “ believeth not,” that the heathen
and all infants must inevitably suffer it, “ be-
cause they cannot believe.” One word by
the way,—if he will have the goodness to in-
form us how those who ¢ cannot believe,” may,
nevertheless, be unbelievers, we will acknow-
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ledge his conclusion ta be just. He then
- makes an attempt, by referring the verb to a
particular time, as a certain day in the thirty-
fourth year of the Christian era, previous to
the death of Christ; by which he arrives at
the important conclusion, that it would send
“ Thomas” and “ the whole body of the apos-
tles” to endless misery, because they did not
believe the report of the resurrection of their
Master. ‘And hence corcludes there can be
no conditions in salvation. He adds, with all
due formality, and solemnity, as though he
had driven us from-all our hiding places: “ As
a last resort, it may be. said the text means
that all who do not believe in this life, shall
bé damned in the next.” Hethen concludes,
“if none can be saved, or made holy in the
JSuture life, except such as have a living faith
in Christ, repent, and -obey God in this life,”
that the condition of the heathen generally—
idiots~—and all who die .in infancy, is “ ho

less,” for the same reason as before, namely,
that though they cannot believe, yet they
“die in unbelief.” Now if it is clear that
he has made a mistake in supposing that they
may be unbelievers with respect to the Gos-
pel, who never had itin their power to believe,

then he has accomplished nothing. - But un--

belief is the rejecting of Christ and the Gos-
pel; and therefore it is evident that those who
never had the offer of Christ cannot be unbe-
lievers, seeing that they cannot reject him to
whom he was never offered.
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- But he has varied the argument a little in
the case of infants, to show that moral holi-
‘ness-can be produced when there is'no free
agency or moral power. My position is this:
% Moral holiness cannot be produced in man
without his agency ; but many men die under
¢ircumstances where they can have no agen-
¢y ;” therefore moral holiness cannot be pro-
duced in them.

Of this he says, “ We ‘shall not take them
to prove the truth or falsity of this argument;
we shall only show you its consequences.—
Thousands die in infancy. Such can have
no agency ;” and “ according to the arrument
they can have no holiness—no salvation.”—
Here is another palpable mistake. It does
not follow, because they cannot have “ moral
holiness,” that they can have “no holiness.”
God may, and I always believed, does im-
press upon such as die in infancy a heliness
adapted to their nature and capacity. But no
one can infer from the case-of infants that he
will impress holiness upon men, that is, aduits,
in the same way. The cases are dissimilar.
An infant has no knowledge—an adult has.-
An infant has no free agency—an adult has.
An infant has no capaoity for moral holiness*
—an adult has. An infant is not a subject of
command—an adult is. You cannot, there-
fore, reason from the case of infants to that

* T use the word holiness hero in the sense of moral
action. - .

3
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of adults. 1 am exceeding sorry, therefore,
that he did not “ take time to prove the falsity”
of my argument, if it were in his power to do
it He- has left undone the very thing
he ought to have done. Had he proved
the “falsity” of my argument, he had accom-
plished much; but as it is, he has effected
nothing. - :

He has, however, made another attempt to
show that God produces holiness in men
without their agency, by referring to the case
of St. Paul; and this case is all he has to ob-
viate the difficulty growing out of the tenses
of the verbs in the apostles’ commission, as
applied to the last moment of the unbeliever,
« He that believeth not shall be damned.” We
will first hear him on the tenses of these verbs.
To show that the tenses of these verbs are
the same, and that the damnation .does nos
follow, but is at the same time with “believeth
not,” he has recourse, first, to a criticism on
the Greek word rendered *believeth not.”
He says, “ It is not a-verb, but a participle ;
and this not in the present, but in the aoris¢
tense. This tense does not determine the
time preecisely ; it is variously used ; and the
time must be determined by the connection.”.
Now let us see what this criticism amounts
to. “The Greek word rendered ‘believeth
not,’ is not a verb, but a participle.” But
does not the participle imply time, as well as
the verb from which it is formed? It does.
Bt “ the aorist tense-does not determine the
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time.” . .Then doubtless it may be the present
time. “The time must be determined by the
.connection.” Well, by the connection, and
by the aorist, expressing what is always true,
it is proved to be in the present time. The
.conclusion, therefore, is the same from his
own criticism, as from the English version.
But he contends that these words, ¢ He that
believeth not,” have “allysion to the future,”
and says, “ If they have not, then they must
be rigidly confined to the time present when
they were spoken in which case all who did
not believe at that moment must be damned
endlessly,” on my principles; and then gives
me my choice ¢ either to conténd for a fact
which will destroy the hopes of all, or admit
that the explanation he has given is correct.”
-1 will choose neither, as he shall see.

The horns of this dilemma.are not so for--
midable as my opponent thinks them tobe. A
fact which never seems to have come into his
mind, and which will remove his difficulty at
once, is this: the disputed text, “ He that be-
lieveth shall be saved: but he that believeth
not shall be damned,” is a statute or law of
the kingdom of Christ; and whenever the
Gospel is preached, comes to all mankind,
through all successions of future time, in the
same way. . This law, which, we will say,
was first given in the thirty-fourth year of the
Christian era, has remained the same down
to the present day, and will so continue to the
end of the world. Thus it is in all statutes.

6
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They regard crimes of the present time only ;
and because punishment follows crime, or is
subsequent thereto, it is expressed in the fu-
ture. And while time- passes on, and one
generation succeeds another, the law remains
the same, and its meaning is expressed in the
same tenses, both in regard to crime and pun-
- ishment. And to say otherwise would intro-
‘duce .confusion and absurdity into our laws,
and into all legal ‘proceedings. Who could

ever be punished if the law forbid crime only -

in the future indefinite time, and not in the
present? Thus it was under the law of Moses.
. The statute against murder said, “ He that
sheddeth man’s bloed, by man shall his blood
be shed.” Here the first verb is in the present
time, the second in the future, the same as in
the disputed text. And the same precisely is
‘the case with the laws of this commonwealth.
Take an example in the law of murder.—
The statute against murder says, (whatever
the-words may be, this is the spirit and mean-
ing of the statute,) “He that committeth
murder shall be hung for it.” Here observe
the first verb is-in the present time; the se-
cond, in the future. Now, says my opponent,
‘“ these words, ‘he that committeth murder,’
© have allusion to the future, or they have not.”
If they have, then our brother’s criticism
avails nothing; and we may safely say that
no man who ecommitteth murder, in the present
time, shall be hung for it, but only he who
shall hereafter commit murder. If they have

o~ s
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not reference to the future, then they must be
rigidly confined to the time present when the
law was made; in which case all who had not
committed murder at that moment must for
ever afterward be exempt from the gallows,
notwithstanding " all the murders they may
afterward commit. :
. This, if I can-understand my opponent, is
- his own argument applied to a different case.
But as I wish to make this subject plain to
every one of my hearers, I will submit the
_following illustration :— o
A rebellion breaks out in the United States,
and thousands are involved in the guilt of it.
The president issues his proclamation, and
says, “ You see what you have done, and
you must know that there is no hope of your
-final success, but if you go on in this course
you must all be hung without remedy. But
I have no pleasure in your death—I had ra-
ther you would repent and live; and I will
pardon you if you will throw down your arms,
and return to your duty. And to this end I
give you a space to eonsider and repent. He
that believeth (that is, sabmitteth to) this pro-
clamation, shall be saved : but he that believ-
eth not, shall be hung.” In the mean time he
sends out his ministers and the heads of
departments, in every direction, to publish
his proclamation; and to use éntreaty and
admonition with the rebels. - Many believe,
are pardoned, and restored to all the privi-
leges of citizenship; and these unite their
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efforts with the ministers and heads of depart-
ments in trying to persuade the other rebels
to believe and submit also. But some are
offended at all this ado, zeal, and importunity ;
and having a mortal prejudice and hatred
against the president and government of the
United States, and wishing to live without
the restraints of law, begin to speculate upon
all these things in the following manner :—
Surely rebellion is no very great crime;
and these ministers and heads of departments
must be a class of weak and superstitious be-
ings to make such a stir about it, and the ne-
cessity of being converted to the president
and government, and to obedience to the laws. .
Wherein does it appear that we are not as °
good as those hypocrites who make such a
noise about loving and supporting the govern-
ment? We support our families, and pay our
debts, and what more is required? Others
say it is unreasonable to suppose that they
shall be hung merely for refusing obedience
to a government they did not like. They in-
sist upon it that there is no proportion between
the sin of rebellion and hanging. Hanging
is a disgraceful and cruel death. And is the
president such a tyrant as to delight in an act
of cruelty that would disgrace even Nero?
No, the president is a merciful man and the
father. of the people of these states. And
whoever heard of a father hanging his own
children, unless he were crazy? Beside, pun-
“ishments are intended to reform those who




UNIVERSAL ‘SALVATION. 86

suffer them. But hanging takes a person

out of the world—takes him away from the:

place -of repentance, and -from all means of
reformation, and thereby defeats its own
object. And will the president inflict a pun-
ishment. that would defeat the end of all
punishments? This cannet be. There is no
such thing as hanging. Rebellion never de-
served hanging. We would not pretend that
we are perfectly innocent.- All men have
their failings; and we expect tp suffer all that
we deserve. And this is true of others as
well as ourselves. All must suffer according
to their deserts. This is a principle of our
laws. And then where is the mighty difference
between us, whom they provokingly call
“ rebels” and those they call ¢ friends” of the
government? Do not the latter suffer as well
as we? We never could see such a migh
difference between the worst and the best of
men as would justify the disgraceful and cruel
punishment of hanging; thus depriving of
life, liberty, and .all the blessings of life, in the
one case, and giving all these things by way
of reward in the other. ’
While the discussion is thus going on, up
comes the reverend , with his head full of

learned lore, his lexicon in one hand, and his

Biblein the other, and says, ‘“My friends, you
may dismiss all fears respecting the word
‘hang’in the president’s proclamation ; for I
will proveto you directly that it does not mean
to hang by the neck until you are dead, as those
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whining, interested, self-complacent ministers
and heads of departments would fain. make.
you believe ; but the word is variously used,
as [ will show. First, then, the word hang is
used inreference to the Jews, in their dispersion
among the heathen. . * And thy life shall hang
in doubt,’ says Moses, Deut. xxviii, 66. Here
it-can mean nothing more than that their life
should be uncertain. And you are not con-
cerned in this, since it refers to the Jews ; but
if it were otherwise, you are no-more con--
cerned in it than all mankind are, whose lives
are uncertain in times of public calamity.
Again: the same word hang is used in Solo-
mon’s Song iv, 4, ¢ Thy neck is like the tower
of David, builded for an armoury, whereon
there hang a thousand bucklers, all shields of
mighty men.’ This is spoken in the way of
commendation of -the beauty and strengl.{ of
the spouse; -and you, my friends, are of that
number ; for is it not said, ‘I.am married unto
thee?’ and again, ¢ Thy Maker is thy husband.’
And beside, it clearly appears from the number
of ‘bucklers’ which hang upon you, that you
are completely covered and shielded from all
harm. This word is used.in a little different
sense in Acts xxviii, 4, ‘ And when the barbari-
ans saw the venomous beast hang on his hand
they said,’ &c. Butyou have nothing to fear
here; forit is said that Paul ‘shook offthe beast,
and felt no harm.’ And this is to show you
that whatever appearances may be against you
on account of any penalties of the law, there is
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very little for you to fear. ' But whatever in-
convenience you may suffer in this werld, the .
result shall be glorious; for I find the word
hang used inthis sense, Isa. xxii; 24, ¢ And they
shall Aang upon him all the glory of Ais Father's
house, the offspring and the issue, all vessels of
small quantity, from the vessels of cups even
to all vesselsof flagons,’ i. e. poeple. of all ages;
- characters, and capacities. Here Eliakim is
the person spoken of, and he represents Christ,
and the ‘offspring,’ which are to be hung upon
him, are all mankind ; for it is written, * We
ave all his offspring.’ And this offspring, how-
ever sinful now, shall then be purged from
every spot ; because they are to be-‘ the glory
of his Father’s house.” And does not this prove
that all rebels shall éscape the gallows?
“Ta conclude. It is true; we read in the
Old Testament of men who were hung: as
Pharaob’s chiefbaker, Haman, the seven sons
of Saul by the Gibeonites, the heads of the
people who transgressed in the matter of Baal-
Peor, by Moses. Butthen we are not to sup-
pose that these men were literally hung; but
that this was spoken by ‘way of metonymy (a
well known figure in rhetoric,) by which one
thing is put for another. Some figurative or
symbolical actions were performed, which
were called the hanging of men ; as Jeremiah’s
making and sending yokes to the surrounding
nations,was called kis rooting out those nations.
And thus if those men .were hung in effigy, it
was all sufficient to justify theinspired penmen
saying that the men themselves were hung.
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« And this is still more evident when we
come into the New Testament. There it is
gaid, in reference to Jesus Christ, ¢ Cursed is
every one that hangeth on a tree.’”. Now we
are not to suppose that Jesus Christ was ever
‘hung upon a tree.’ The justice of God, and.
much more his delight in his own Son, forbid
the horrid supposition. The thing intended -
when it is said that ¢ Christ was crucified for
us,’ that he was ‘Aung on a tree,’ &c., is his -
own action in taking the ‘hand writing of or-
dinances that was against us, that was con-
trary to us, and nailing 1T tohiscross.’ This
‘hand writing,’ you must observe,-my bre-
thren, represented Jesus Christ; and therefore
when Ae ¢ nailed that to his cross,” it was said
thathe was ‘Aung uponthe tree.’—And farther:
the cross is called Ais cross; not to intimate
that he was Aung upon it, but to show that it -
was his property. And probably, as he was
a carpenter, he made this cross himself,
for this very purpose of crucifying the hand
writing of ordinances. And that this is the
meaning of all the passages which speak of
Mis being crucified, may be as easily prov-
ed as that the Greek word anthropeis, trans-
lated menin Heb. ix, 27, means the high priests:
and it has been demonstrated to you that
that passage ought to have been translated
thus, ‘It is appointed unto the high priests
once to die in their sacrifices; but after this
the holy place.’ Thus you see, my brethren,
that there is no danger of the gallows, or
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of any punishment beyond what you now
suffer.”’ T

Last of allcomes up my opponent and says,
“ The word ¢ believeth’ in the president’s pro-
clamation must be understood as having allu-
sion to the future time; and if so, our brother’s
criticism, which was designed to show that it
must be taken in the present. tense avails no-
thing; and we may safely say thatno man who
believeth not in the present time shall be hung,
but only he who shall not believe. If this word
has not reference to the future, then it must be
rigidly confined to the time present when the
proclamation wasissued: in which case all who
did not believe at that moment must be hung,
and there is no remedy for them. From which
we may infer that the verb * believeth not’ must
be taken as implying the s&me time with the
verb ¢ shall be hung,’ and hence we conclude
that theré is no- difference between being con-
demned and being hung. These words, both
in English and Greek, are of the same nature ;
and we may read Johniii, 18, thus: ¢ He that
believeth is not hung ; but he that believeth
not is hung already.’”

I acknowledge the affinity of the words con-
demned and damned ; but contend that there is
a vastdifference, callitby whatname you will,
between passing sentence of condemnation, and
executing that sentence. - And this difference
- is still more visible’when the execution of the
sentence is deferred, that the condemned per-
son may have opportunity to obtain pardon by
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repentance.. This may be seen by reference
to the above illustration, where the rebels are
already condemned by the law, but a space is
given them for repentance, that they may ob-
tain pardon. But if they do not repent during
the space allowed for this purpose, the sentence
of the law must be executed upaon them.. They
must be hung. And thus in the case between
God and sinners. While in unbelief they are
condemned ; but a space is allowed ‘them for-
repentance, and to obtain pardon. If they re-
pent, the sentence passed upon their crimes is
remitted ; but if they donot repent, it shallbe .
executed uponthem. And thisis properly their
damnation. Thisis the doctrine of the Bible,
and this is what we believe. And he, whoso-
ever he be, that persuades sinners that there is
no difference between damnation and condem-
nation, and that they are * already damned,” is
as truly a deceiver of men (whether he designs
it or not) ashe who persuades rebelsthat there
is no difference between condemnation and
hanging. And thus easily do we avoid the
dilemna which my.opponent prepared when he
_told us that “if the verb believeth not have not
reference to the future, it must be rigidly con-
JSined to the time present when these words
were spoken; in which case all who did not
believe at that moment must be damned end-
lessly.” Not so. They may repent at any
time while the space allowed them for repent-
ance continues.
I now return to the case of St. Paul) whose
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conversion my opponent has given. as a solu-
tion.of all the difficulties I had stated as lying
inthe way of the drunkard and the impenitent
sinner being made holy by the sole act of
God, at the last moment of their lives.

The appeal to the case of St. Paul for this
purpose was most unfortunate, as my hearers
will judge.. The persons I had stated asbeing
unlikely or impossible to he made holy at the
last moment, were such as die drunk, or kill
themselves, &c. Now, was the case of St.
Paul like this? Had he come to his last mo-
ment? Did he commit suicide? Was he
converted while drunk ?  'Was he, in the.com-
mon acceptation of the word, a contemner of
God or religion; or a murderer? Far from
it. Inmany respects he was.an amiableman;
and the most prominent feature in his charac-
ter, his zeal in persecuting the saints, some
would call the “fault of the times in which he
lived,” rather than the “ fault of his Aeart.”—
He was a “ Pharisee” of the better sort. He
was “ zealous, and profited in the Jews’ reli-
gion.” As to the ‘“righteousness” required
by the “law,” he ®was blameless.” He
“lived in all good conscience,” and even in
persecuting the Church he was sincere, and
“verily thought he ought to do many things
contrary to.the name of Jesus.” And yetthis
is the man whose conversion my opponent
thinks will account for that of the drunkard
and the self murderer, at the moment of death!

But he thinks Paul was made holy (for
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this is the point of discussion) without his
own agency. Where is the proof of this?
There is none. My opponent does not pre-
tend that there is-any. He has not one sin-
gle remark to this point. His assertion is all
we have. He tells us that “he was-a bitter
persecutor, and continued his course until the
moment when he was struck down by the
mighty power of God, and converted to the
faith of the Gospel” What does he mean
by “conversion” in this case? If he means
that Saul -was “ made holy” without his own
agency, I deny it. . If he means that he was
convicted of sin, I ‘admit it. From the ninth,
twenty-second, and twenty-sixth chapters of
the Acts, and from the seventh of Romans, it
may be seen that he was ‘not made holy
without his own agency. If this be so, then
there is nothing in all the reply to invalidate
what I have said against the drunkard, the
self murderer, &c., being made holy in the
moment of death.

In relation to the necessity of holiness in
order to salvation, which I have said I did
not see on the principles of Universalism ;
my opponent, by changing the word “ need,”
for ¢ advantage,”-has found an opportunity
to treat the subject with a little pleasantry,
“ This is,” he tells us, “ as if one should say,
‘Isee no advantagein aman’s enjoying health,
for if he be sick, he suffers all the pain him-
self. I see no advantage in a man’s being
careful of his limbs, for if he break his bones,
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he suffers-all the pain himself? To usacon-
trary conclusion would appear more proper,
that whole limbs, health, and holiness, were
very advantageous, for this same reason—
that broken bones, sickness, and sin, always
produce pain.” To correct the small error in
the above I would say, on the principles of
my opponent, I can see no necessity of being
at the expense and trouble of sending for a
physician when one-is sick ; for let sickness
alone, and it will cure itself. I seeno neces-
sity in a man’s taking care of his limbs; for
if he break his bones, the pain will set them.
And to us.it appears; on the same principles,
that, to show mercy to him who is suffering
the penalty of the law for his sins, whether
in the pain of sickness, broken bones, or
otherwise, would be treating him ¢ unjustly,”
that is, injuriously. :

I have now gone over-the reply as far as
relates to the * argumentative part of my
lecture ;” and it is much easier to tell what I
do not find, than what I do. And here I can-
not but call.your attention to a few particu-
lars respecting my lecture.  In order to es-
tablish the conditionality of salvation, I gom-
menced with the moral powers of man, and
noticed his free agency in a way that I thought
would oblige my opponent to pay some atten-
tion to it. This done, it was easy to discern

. the seénse in which I used the word condition,
viz,, as being the action of a free agent; and
in this sense quoted many passages of Scrip-
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ture to prove that faith, repentance, and obe-
dience are conditions. I then pushed the
argument, by showing what is the ‘situation
of the impenitent sinner at his last moment;
when it becomes the imperious duty of the
Universalist to dispese of the threatenings of
‘the Divine law, by answering the questions,
are they true, or are they false, at thiz mo-
ment? If true, how can'the impenitent sinner
be saved ? If false, where is the sincerity of
them ? How can God condemn the sinner in
the morning of his days; or at twenty years
of age, and not condemn him at the last mo-
ment of a life of four-score years spent in sin,
especially when he dies in a state of intoxi-
cation? Will God save a sinner in a way to
make null and void the threatenings and
penalties of his own law?” Would not this be
making his own law contemptible? And,
finally, how can God make the sinner holy
withoutthe use of his moral powers? On these
points, and on the reasoning in support of
them, I did expect that something- would be
- attempted in a direct way; but in this I'am
disappointed. There is only one of all these
points that has been brought into view in the
way of argument, that of making the sinner
holy without his-own 'agency ; and the proof
of that rests on the case of infants, (which
has been shown not to be a case in point,)
and that of St. Paul which is brought without
a single argument or remark .to support. it.
- Perhaps my opponent” may think that his
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having said I “make some things conditions,
which are in fact constituent parts of salva-
tion,” is proof that there are no conditions of
salvation. Other argument than his bare word
he has produced none; and if he thinks thisis
proof, 1 presume he is the only person in this
audience that does. :

Now, I ask the candid of every name, as
well the Universalists as others, whether the
doctrine of universal salvation can stand with
the conditionality of salvation, and the free
agency of man? and if not, whether these
points ought not to have engaged the attention
of my opponent? I ask again, can that doc-
trine stand against the truth of the threatenings
and penalty of God’s law? The question is
already answered in the negative. How then
is the sinner to be saved who continues insin
down to the last moment of his earthly exist-
enceé, and then dies by his own hands? Finally,
I ask, can that doctrine stand if the arguments
and reasoning in the lecture are correct? Are
you, any of you, willing to rest your souls on
the truth of that doctrine, while those argu-
ments and reasons remain unanswered ? Per-
haps you will say yeu are, because the Scrip-
tures teach the doctrine : I therefore come, in
the third place,

‘To the proofs of that doctrine, as exhibited
by my opponent, in his reply. And I cannot
but observe here, that he was too hasty in at-
tempting to produce Scripture proof of his
- doctrine, before he had answered my Scripture

——
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proofs and rational arguments against it: es-
pecially as we had mutually agreed to a dis-
cussion. But what discussion is there when
the proofs and arguments on one side are en-
tirely neglected. on the other? But though he
neglect my proofs, I shall not pass over his
arguments. R .

My opponent has produced a large number
of Scripture passages to prove the salvation
of all men without future punishment. Here
are properly two points—salyation—and that
without punishment. To prove either of these
points separately, and much more to prove
them jointly, he will need the most powerful
evidence, especially as it is to stgnd against
all my proofs and. arguments unanswered.
Let us see whether his proofs are sufficient
for these purposes.

You will recollect that when the future
judgment was under discussion the .other
evening, my opponent urged, on nearly every
passage I produced,—* Does this passage say
the judgment is in the future state?—Not a
word of that.” This was his parrying stick,
which he never put out of his hand, and which,
probably, did as mueh for his canse as all the
arguments he brought. This argument is at
least as good against future universal salvation
as against future judgment; and being a “ bill”
of his own, he must pay it, or we shall declare
him' a bankrupt. I ask, then, which of all his
.Scripture proofs-says a word about universal
salvation ip the future state? Tried hy his
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own rule, his proofs will all be found toe
short,~—~weighed in his own balances, they will
be found wanting. But though this might be
a sufficient answer, on kis principles, we shall
not rest the weight of our cause upon it alone.

The first proof he founds on the promise
of a “seed to bruise the serpent’s head,” Gen.
iii, 15, compared with Heb. ii, 14, which
informs us that Christ took flesh “ that through
death he night destroy him that had the power

of death, that is the devil.” If the latter of

these passages.explains the former, then both
were accomplished when Christ died and rose
frony the dead ; and by destroying the devil
the apostle does not mean a literal destruction,
as my opponent seems to think, but a destruc-
tion of his power, by which he had held the
children of God in bondage through the fear
- of death, verse 15. And the apostle applies
this to the time which then was, and not to
the future state. If then it proves universal
salvation, it must be that all men are now,
and have been for eighteen hundred years,
saved, and the devil actually destroyed.

We next meet with the promises made to
the patriarchs of “a seed, in whom .all the
families and nations of the earth were to be
blessed ;” and for the, accomplishment of these
we are referred to Gal. iii; 8, “ The Scriptures
foreseeing that God would justify the heathen
through faith, preached before the Gospel unto

Abraham,” &c., and to Acts iii, 25, 26, “ Ye °

are the children of the7 prophsts, and of the
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covenant which God made with our’ fathers;
saying unto Abraham, And in thy seed shail
all the kindreds of the earth be blessed. Unto
you first, God having raired up his Son Jesus,
sent him to bless you, in turning away every
bne of you from his iniquities.” I have recited
these passages at length, that you may see for
yourselves that the promises here mentioned
relate to the calling of the Gentiles, when ¢ the
middle wall of partition,” which had stood
between them and the Jews, was taken away
by the death of Christ, To this they were
agplied by the apostles. They, therefore,
afford no proof of the future salvation of all
men. They have no aspect that way, unless
being “ blessed,” means to be actually and for
eversaved. But this is the thing to be proved,
and not taken for granted. This, however,
cannot be proved; because many Jews and
Gentiles who were in the apostles’ days, and
since then, blessed with the offers of salvation,
were not actually saved. But what surprises
"me most of all is, to hear my opponent say,
and repeatit, that the blessing contained in these
" promises is “justification through faith. 1
¢ould hardly believe my own eyes, till I had
read this passage again and again. He here
gives up the whole ground work of his system,
and assents to thai which we have always
contended for against Universalism, viz., “ jus-
tification through faith.” This makes justifi-
cation to be conditional to all intents and
putrposes; for-if justiication be through faith,
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‘then faith is first, and justification is dependent -
on it as its medium. Thus if you say water
is conveyed through an aqueduct, the idea is
that the aqueduct was first laid, and then the
water passed through-it, being dependent on
‘it for its passage. If you say that you re-
ceived a letter from your friend through the
post office, you do thereby acknowledge that
the post office was first, before the receipt of
the letter, and the letter was dependent on
that medium for its conveyance. And this
concession is the.-more important, as it occurs
in the very place where he is labouring to
prove the salvation of all men. He uses the
word “ justification” assynonymous with “sal-
vation.”” If then salvation be ¢ through” faith,
he can-have no reasonable objestion to admit
that repentance and obedience are conditons
in the same sense; for they are both implied
in faith. Here, then, if he will stand to what
he has said, we will make up, ahd there shall
be no more controversy between us. But
something whispers me that this dropped from
his pen in an unguarded moment, and that
when he sees what he has done he will en-
deavour to be off : I think it, therefore, best to
proceed in my answer. —

- We are told that “ God -promised to give
his Son the heathen for his inheritance,” &c.
‘But this relates to the calling of the Gentiles,
and has nothing to do with the future salva-
tion of all mankind. He reasons from the
“prefiting” of the regenerate ¢ children of

v
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God” by the chastisementa'of their Father, that
“all- will be saved, though all’ are not the re-
generate children of God. ‘“Must we not
suppose,” he says, ¢ that all who are chastised
will receive profit, and that all who receive
profit will be saved 7—1If not, will not the pur-
pose of God be frustrated 7’ If my hearers
will have the goodness to refer to the fore-
going illustration, they may recollect an in-
stance of reasoning similar tothis and to what
follows: ¢ Christ will draw all men unto him.”
But does this prove that all will “ come” to
him when he draws them? Hashe notdrawn
thousands by the -strivings of the Spirit, and
the invitations of the Gospel, who never came
to him—who perished in their sins?— God
hath revealed his purpose of gathering togeth-
er all things in Christ, both which are in
heaven, and which are on earth,” &c. But
this text expressly limits those who are to.
be gathered intp one body, to those who are
¢ in Christ ;” but all men are notin Christ ; for
he tells us of some branches in him that are
taken away and castinto the fire. Phil ii, 9-
11, isquoted, where it is said “that every knee
shall bow—and every tongue confess thatJesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”
This passage is taken from Isa. xlv, 23—is
quoted again in Rom. xiv, 10-12, and in every
place it is used by way of admonition., In Ro-
mans the apostle applies it to the general judg-
* ment, where “ every one must give account of
himself to God.” Thebowing and confessing,

~
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_therefore, in this passage, are, on the part of the
righteous, acts of voluntary worship ; on the
part of tlie wicked, they are constrained. I
must here again refer to the specimen of rea-
soning in the foregoing illustration, for an an-
swer to what follows, till we come to the last
passage under this head, Rev. v, 13, which
speaks of “ every creature in heaven, and on
the earth, and under the earth, and in the sea,
as ascribing blessing, and honour, and glory,
and power, unto him that sitteth upon the
throne and unto the Lamb for ever.” Whatif

I should here also present my opponent with

a piéce of his own coin 7—It may be remem-
bered that When I quoted a passage from this
book to prove a future judgment an exception

was takento ‘it on account of the general:

character of the book as “figurative.” We
now have a quotation from the most figura-
tive part of the book, and every thing is taken
literally. Is this consistent? ‘Doesitindicate
that his objection on the other occasion, or
his argument on the present, proceeds on
well-defined principles? ButI follow him a
little farther with his own rules: how does
he know that this passage relates to the future
state? It does not “ say * this; andif a pas-
‘sage must always say what it means, in so
many words, as he thought the other evening,
why should he this evening bring a passage
to prove what it does not say? Does thisin-
dicate any established rules for interpreting
_ Scripture? But I spare him. I have ng

.
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pleasure in torturing a man as upon the rack ;-
and were he not.identified with the errors
he supports, and did not a sense of duty to the
cause of truth and righteousness compel me,
I should not have said so.much as I have.
One thought, however, spails. his conclusion
from this text. If, ashe supposes, the text re-
lates to the consummation of the heavenly-
society, it is a period subsequent to the casting
of the wicked into ‘hell ; which will account
for no mention being made of the inhabitants.
of those regions joining in the general chorus
of praise to God and the Lamb,

I have only one argument more to notice
and thatis built upon the law which requires us
to “love God with all‘'our heart,” &c.,in con-
nection with our S8aviour’s words, “ heaven and
earthshall passaway ; but one jot or tittle shall
not pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.”—"
When he says ¢ that this law is binding on all
the children of God,” he speaks a great truth;
but when he adds, ¢ And—Christ declares that
all mankind shall fulfil it,” he speaks a great—
error. 'This “law hasbeen binding,” not only
‘ on all the children of God,” but on all man-
kind since the world began ; but we know that
all have not fulfilled it ; and if my opponent’s
faith that it will be fulfilled by all mankind rest
upon that phrase—* shall not pass—till allbe
fulfilled,”—then his faith rests on no better
foundation than a mere Hebraism; and he
might just as well suppose that the man who
was cast into prison because “he had not to
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pay,” cauld nevertheless, in close confinement,
pay a debtof “ten thousand talents,” hecause
it was said “ he should not come out #ill he
should pay all that was due.” .

Ihad intended to go farther with this answer,
and to follow my opponent’s proofs with a large
list of threatenings, declarative of the penalty
of the Divine law, and calculated to throw light
on our subject, by showing that both pramises
and threatenings, expressed in universal lan-
guage, are generally figurative and conditional,
The threatenings of the law are expressed in-
terms. as general as the promises, and are, no
doubt, as true. I had intended also to state
arguments against the doctrine I oppose, which
have not been brought into view, and perhaps
will not be in the. course of this discussion.
But this answer being much longer than I ex-
pected, I am compelled to close,

. Now, 15, 1827, .-

'~ ANSWER IIIL

Remarks ouw Mr. Paige’s Reply to Answer I1.

«Ho that believeth shall be saved; but he that be.
lieveth not shall be damned,” Mark xvi, 16

As the discussion on the conditions of salva-
tion has taken a wide range, and embraced
some foreign matter, it is now thought best to
confing it to the original question as far as
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possible ; in order to which it may be proper
to take a general view of my second lecture,
that we may have before us the several points
to which the arguments on both sides should
be directed.

In the first place, in that lecture, I laid down
the doctrine of free agency as the dasis of mo-
ral holiness, and to show that the obedience of
man to the Divine command is the condition of
his salvation. I then produced a variety of
Scripture passages to show wherein his obe-
dience, as afree agent, is required, as in repent-
ing, believing, &c., and to show that his salva-
tion is suspended on such obedience, within a
space of time allowed for this purpose : from
which it results, that if he refuse the required
obedience during that time, he most surely fails
of salvation. And to show this with the great-
est certainty I apply the conditions of salva-
tion. to the sinner at his last moment in this
world ; and to strengthen the evidence in this
case, I consider him as-destroying hisown life,
or dying in a state of drunkenness, &c., in
which cases any obedience is clearly impos-
sible, and salvation without obedience, equally
80, both on account of the Divine threatening,
which God cannot consistently with his honour
rescind, and because he cannot make a free
agent holy without his own agency. These
results grow out of the premises ; and to get
rid of them the premises must be disprov-
ed.  But if the premises are sustained by
direct evidence, no evidence can be admitted
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egainst them, seeing that indirect or inferen-
tial evidenee can never supersede that which
is direct. '

My opponent, instead of attacking my castle
of conditions, built upon the command of God
and the free agency of man, goes to work by
inquiring what we are to understand by salva-
tion? And though we do not approve of this
method of investigating the subject, we shall
follow him to prevent his saying that we-do
not notice his objections and arguments.

Whatissalvation? Is it forgiveness of sins,
remission of punishment, deliverance from evil
propensities, and the implantation of holy af-
fections? We say that salvation, in the sense
in which we now uge that term, means all these.
My.opponent, however, excludes remission of
punistiment due for actnal sins, and lays this
down as a fundamental principle, that every
one must suffer, in his'own person, his whole
desert of punishment. And till now we did
understand him to imply that our actual sins
are not pardoned, but punished. We can now
no longer misunderstand him on this point, as
he expressly avows the sentiment that our sins
are pardoned. Now here is a very singular
case—a man’s sins are pardoned, but his pun-
ishment is not remitted ! A debtor is forgiven
all demands against him, and yet he is holden -
to pay all he owes ! -A murderer is pardoned
by the governor, and yet he is hung! God
fully pardons the sinner, and yet holds him to
suffer the. whole penalty of the law for all his
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sins! Pray, howis hepardoned? Whatis par--
don but a revocation of the sentence of con-
demnation, and thereby a remission of the
penalty of the law? We can form no other
idea of pardon’ than this; and the reason is
because sin;—I speak of the transgression of
the law,—is an action, not a substance, and .
therefore it is untangible, and you cammot
treat with it, either to forgive it, or to punish
it, apart from the agent which commits it.

A sinner is pardoned just so far as his pun-
ishment is remitted to him, and no farther.

Thus in pardoning sin God revokes the sen-~
‘tence of condemnation, and thereby releases
the sinner from his obligation to suffei the pe-
nalty of the law as it relates to the future state,

but reserves in his own hands the right to inflict
so-much of the penalty in’thislife as his wis-
dom and goodness see his children will need in
this state of trial, and as he seeshe can over«
rule for their greater good. - This, under the
influence of his'grace, constitutes a wholesome
and necessary discipline for his - children:

And this discipline may be mere or less severe,

as their wants may require. In this case their
punishment is nota curse, but a blessing. And

this may sufficiently explain that poetic pas-
sage in the Psalms, “ Thou wast a God that

forgavest them, though thou tookest ven-

geance of their inventions,” Psa. xcix, 8.

- If my opponent oan give any other account

of pardon, it will behoove him to bring it forth,

and tell us how a sinner is pardoned who is
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held to suffer the whole penalty of the law ; and
if he cannot do this, let him cease to -com-
plain that we misrepresent hia doctrine in
this point, - ' .o

But he thinks the “express declarations of
Scripture” favour his views of forgiving the
sins of a person, and-yet inflicting. upon that
person the whole penalty of the law ; because

itis said, “ The soul that sinneth, it shall die,”

—*‘ God will by no means clear the guilty,”’—
“ He that doeth wrong shall receive for the
wrong he hath done, and there is no respect
of persons,” &c. He does not consider that
these, and a “ multitude of passages like them,”
were designed to set befare the transgressor
the penaltyof the law, and to show him what he
- is to expect in case he does not repent; but
were never designed-to exclude the remission
of that penalty in case herepents. To this the
whole Gospel agrees. The Gospel is a mer-
ciful provision which comes in after the penalty
of the law is incurred, and offers the forgive-
ness of sins, or which is the. same thing, the
remission of the incurred penalty, upon condi-
tion of repentance and faith in Christ. This
may be illustrated by what takes place in the
governments of this world. The law is ex-
press, ¢ He that committeth murder, he that:
committeth treason, shall die for it;”’ and

et there is & gracious, discretionary power
odged in the hands of the chief magistrate
to pardon the transgressor, by which is al-

Cacde
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ways understood the remission of the penalty
of the law. - . -

This will enable us to understand what is
said of our being “ redeemed from the curse of
the law® by the “death of Christ upon the
cross:” and I assure my opponent that I did
siot omit this latter clause through any appre-
hension thatit contained a sentiment unfriend-
Iy to my argument. He says, “ By ‘redeem-
ing us from the curse of thelaw,’ we understand
that he abolished the Mosaic law or dispensa-
tion, which ¢gendereth to bondage,’ and was
the ‘ministration of death,’ and thereby deli-
vered us from its power, introducing a better
dispensation.” In this view of the passagehe
says “he is sustained by Archbishop New-
comb;’ and thinks also that the phrase
“ Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree,”
in reference to Christ, “plainly shows” the
same,—and not that he “bore the penalty of
the law for us.” To this we answer :—

1. That Christ-has “ abolished the Mosaic
dispensation” we admit; but we can see no
reason for giving this as an explanation of
our redemption from the curse of the law,
Indeed the * abolishing” a law, and redeeming
from the curse of that law, are distinct and
opposite things. To “abolish,” is to destroy,
or repeal ; to “redeem from the curse of the
law,” is to continue the-law in full force,
while deliverance from its curse is obtained.
In this case the law is se far from being des-
troyed, or repealed, that it is confirmed, hon-

-

et —
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oured, and. magnified. This shows that it is
from the curse of the moral law that we are
redeemed. ) ,
2. Equally inapplicable is his remark found-
ed on the phrase, “he bore our sins in his
body.on the tree.” Here it is said that Christ
no more bore our sins, or the punishment of
our sins, than he took and bore in his own
body the infirmities and sicknesses of those
‘whom he healed in the days of his flesh. “By
taking sickness and bearing infirmities,” it is
said, “ Christ did not deliver from the conse-
quences of past sickness, but only from the
consequences which would have followed,
had their sickness continued.” And so in the
other case, Christ, by bearing our sins, did
notdeliver from the consequences of our past
sins, that is, ¢ from the penalty due for sins
actually committed ; but by making us holy,
we are placed in a situation to avoid sin and
misery in future.” In all his reasoning, my
opponent assumes the absurd principle that
a person may be saved from ‘sins actually
committed, without being delivered from the
punishment due to them.” But this.is purely
ideal, as T have shown above. The passage
in Matt. viii, 17, respecting Christ “ taking
our infirmities and bearing our sicknesses,” is
borrowed from Isa. liii, 4, i Surely he hath
borne our griefs and carried our sorrows,”
&c., on which Dr. Coke has this judicious
note :—* The prophecy of Isaiah properly
relates to the sins of men, whereof diseases .
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are the emblem and the consequence; for
which reason the original Hebrew words ren-
dered here our infirmities, have been by the
LXX, and by St. Peter, Ist epistle, ii, 24,
translated ¢ our sifis.”” It was natural, there-
fore, for the evangelist to represent the sym-
pathy and kindness of Christ in healing the
diseased, as taking their infirmities and sick-
nesses upon himself. - His having come into
the world to bear the sins of men, that is, the
punishment due to them, it was natural, and
the figure a very heautiful one, to represent
him -as bearing their sicknesses, which were
the effects of their sins. These passages,
therefore, when taken together, instead of
weakening, strengthen my argument. They
are, in fact, another proof that Christ bore
“our sins, that is, our punishment. .
And this is confirmed to us by the origin of
the word redemption, “ which,” says Dr. Gill,
“jis from the Latin tongue, and signifies buy-
ing again.” Hence Christ is called cur “ Re-
deemer,” Isa. lix, 20, because he delivered us
from the curse of the law, bti being made a
curse for.us, that is, bearing the curse in our
‘stead. - His being made a curse in the sense
of one “hanging on the tree,” or the cross, is
not inconsistent with his being made a curse
for us, in this sase also. I can see no pro-
per affinity between Christ’s being crucified,
and his al olishingothe Mosaic dispensation,
other than that God designed that that dis-
pensation should cease when the Gospel
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dispensation should commence ; but I do see
an affinity between. Christ’s bearing the curse
of the moral law for us, and our being deli-
vered from that curse on his account. And
I see a difficulty, an insuperable difficulty, in
the way of God extending’any mercy to the
sinner while under the curse of the law, with-
‘out a substitute to.suffer that curse for him.

And to this end we have the whole consenta-

neous testimony of the inspired writers who
represent the death of Christ as a sacrifice,
and a sin offering ; who speak of mankind as
being purchased or bought with the blood of
Christ, and ascribe all our blessings to his
merits alone. In these views we are * sus-
tained” by the concurrent testimony of all
formularies of Christian faith, both ancient
and modern.

My opponent complains of me for not no-
ticing two objections of his to this view of the
subject, viz., ¢ that Christ came to hinder the
execution of justice,”—and ¢ that in this case,
the will and purposes of Christ and the
Father were different and opposite.” 1 really
supposed that I had answered thiese objections
in what I said on this subject on the former
occasion; and if he had not passed over, or
had attempted to answer my reasoning, he
would have seen it. I now say, that -Christ
did come to prevent,the execution of the just
sentence of the law upon the sinner, and, as
- I said before, “to make it just for God to
show him mercy ;” in which case there is not
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the shadow of opposition hetween his and the
Father’s will. In this they were both agreed.
If he still think that fhese objections * have
some force,” against our argument, I hope he -
" will have the goodness to show wherein it
lies. . . .

The question, *“ What is salvation ?” returns,
My opponent still adheres to his definition of
. salvation as being ¢ a deliverance from sins,
and from evil propensities, and the implanta-
tion of holy affectiens,” (and blames me for
6mitting to mention the latter clause, when it
was fully implied in what I said,) but excludes
the penalty for actual sins ; and also repeats
his assertion that repentance, faith, &c., are
constituent parts, and not conditions of salva-
tion: and adds, “till they are proved to be
something else it is idle to spend time on the
subject of conditions.” But who disputes
that these are ‘“constituent” parts of holiness,
or of this part of our salvation? I do not;
for I admitted it in my lecture, and again ex-
plicitly admitted it in my remarks the other
evening. And who is there that can prove
to him that they are conditions at the same
time that they are constituent parts, seein
that he declines to notice the arguments
used for that purpose on the other occasicn?
Why ask for more proof before he has an-
swered those ? But in addition to my former
arguments, I add the-following observations
to show that a thing may be a condition and
a constituent part also. In a state of life
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which is made up of several things, some of
them may be conditions and constituent parts
also, and all of them may be conditions of
something else. A man loses his health by
intemperance, and all means prove ineffec-
tual to restore it; at length the physician
informs him that a return to temperance is
the only condition of his obtaining his health.
He complies, his health returns, and he con-
tinues temperate and healthy. In this case
temperance is a condition, and yet it is a
constituent part of health, as much as repent-
ance is a constituent part of holiness. Once
more. A man loses his character by lying
and dishonesty, and there is no way for him
to recover it but by reforming these habits.
He reforms, recovers his character, and lives
in good credit. In this case reformation is’
both a condition and constituent part of good
character. And thus repentance and faith
are conditions of our spiritual regeneration,
or, in other words, of our becoming holy, and
they still remain as “ constituent” parts of
that holiness; and holiness itself is both a
condition and constituent part of our future -
happiness and eternal salvation. And this
view of the subject, and only this, is consist-
ent with the Scriptures; which require re-
pentance and faith of us, and thereupon
promise salvation. And I cannot approve
of my opponent’s comparing repentance and
faith in their connection with salvation, to the
resurréction of the hunsmn body and its con-
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nection with the future life; because the
resurrection depends on God alone, whereas
repentance and faith are dutics which he re-
quires of men. .

I hope my opponent will now -feel himself
bound to pay some more attention to “the
all-important subject of conditions;” and,
indeed, he has at length brought one argument,
faunded opn the foreknowledge of God, and
that designed to disprove free agency, and
evinge the necessity, the philosophical neces-
sity, 1 suppose, of all human actions. I
cannot but feel a little regret here on two
accounts ; first, that he did not bring forward
his arguments in kis first reply, seeing that
by bringing them forwaxrd one at.a time in this
manner, our discussiop ;nay run jnto that -
season when we shall be driven from this.
thouse by the cold; and sacondly, that he
should go out of the Scriptures, in order to
bring an objection against two doctrines of
the Gospel, free agency, and conditions. But
better. late than never, and better of this sort
than none, He says, “ If Gad be omniscient
he must know all things. He then infallib
knows who and how many will be saved,
And if apy are to be eternally sinful and mi-
serable, he knows their number and persons
with equal certainty. The ultimate fate of ali
must be certain, or God could not know i1,
Here he undoubtedly means that.the actions,
as well as the future states of men are neces-
sary, and unalterably fixed by God Against
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this I have many bucklers to oppose, but can
only use two or three at present.

L. If it be true that God regards mankind
as free agents, then this objection is false.
But God does soregard mankind every where
in the Bible, and therefore gives them his
commands; tells them they are accountable
for their conduct, makes promises and threat-
enings, addresses motives of mercy and
wrath to their hopes and fears, as though
they were free. The conclusion, therefore, -
is that their actions are free, and not predes-
" tinated ; because it would be utterly inconsist-
ent with the veracity, goodness, and justice
of God to deal thus with his creatures unless
they were free. ‘ .

2. We are not conscious of any necessity
governing our actions ; but we think, deliber-
ate, compare, choose, and act; and when we
have done wrong, blame ourselves, being
conscious that we might have done otherwise;
all which would be absurd and false if our
actions were governed by necessity. This
might be sufficient to show that necessity does
not result from foreknowledge, and that my
opponent’s conclusion is false.

3. Actions and events are not dependent
on foreknowledge for their existence; but
foreknowledge of actions and events is pre-
dicated of their existence. Thus the objects
which here surround you, and which you
behold, do not exist because you see them,
but you see them because they exist. Now
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sappose that one year ago you had possessed
intuitive knowledge, and could have looked
through the twelve months before you, and
seen how each persen in this congregation
would choose and act, you would have seen
this meeting with all these surtounding objects,
as they are, without your knowledge having
the least influence in causing them to be what
they are. Now it is only to apply this obser-
vation to the omniscient God, who sees through
all futurity, and how each individual of the
human race will choose and act, with as much
certainty as he sees their actions the present
moment, and you may see how actions and
events that are nol necessary, may yet be
seen with certainty. If this and the two fore-
going arguments are sound, then the objection
built on foreknowledge, has not weakened
the evidence of free agency and conditions in
the least. :

My opponent procecds,—* H our brother
is still anxious to discuss the subject of free
agency, of which he says so much, and finds
80 much fault with me for avoiding, I hold
myself ready to defend, by Scripture and
reason, the doctrine that man is an agent—
free to do what God may choose and no
more,—that he is free to act according to the
will of God, but not free to frustratée his pur-
poses.” This challénge of my opponent 1
consider of a most singular character. When
I advanced free agency in my lccture as the
ground of conditions, it -became his duty to
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bring his objections, if he had any, to that
doctrine. This he owed to the cause he had
espoused, to his friends, and to the audience
which has attended to hear the discussion.
But not a word of this in all his first reply.
This omission I noticed, complained of it,
and as Paul in another case, tried to “ pro-
voke him to emulation.” This produced in
his second reply one solitary objection, that
founded on foreknowledge, after which he
tells me, “If I am still anwious to discuss: this
docirine, he is ready.” But I must inform
him that if he has not love enough for his own
canse to do that which is absolutely necessary
to its existence, it is iothing to me whether it
be discussed or not. But I thank him for
giving his undisguised sentiments upon the
subject of necessity, though he has withheld
.the arguments in support of them. But when
does he expect a louder call than the present,
“to defend by Scripture and reason, the doc-
trine that man is an agent,—ree to do what
God may choose, and no more ?” His cause
is bleeding for want of this defence, and will
bleed to death without it, and may bleed to
death with it. But surely he will have a hard
task to perform whenever he shall attempt to
prove that it is God’s choice men should sin
against him, rather than that they should be
holy ;—that some shonld be drunkards, and
_ abuse themselves, their friends, and relations;

—that some should stenl and lie ;—that others
should commit highway robbery and murder,
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and that others should kill themselves.” He
must show also wherein the criminality con-
sists of doing the will of God, and how God
can choose that men‘should live in sin, and
yet forbid them to sin on pain of his sorest
displeasure. Here are facts which ean never
be reconciled with the doctrine of necessity.
It is said if there are any conditions re-
uired of us “ God is deprived of a part of
e glory of our salvation.” Not at all. God
will eternally have the glory of our redemp-
tion, of pardoning our sins, making us hely,
saving us from deserved punishment, and
bringing us to heaven, and all this in the way
of graee, upon conditions. It would bring no
glory to God, after making man a free agent,
and requiring his obedience as such, to save
him in a way that would supersede both his
free agency and obedience. This is a fine
argument indeed—* we will notrepent, believe
in Christ, or perfarm one jot or tittle of obe-
dience, lest God should not have ‘all the
glory of our salvation.’” There are too many
who practically profess this regard for God’s
glory; and shall the professed ministers of
Christ assert and defend it? ‘
Why should a man raise a dust where light
is wanted? My opponent said in his first re-
ply that I quoted Bcripture to show ¢ that we
must have faith,” &c., in order te be saved,
and said that no Universalist would object to
it I saw that this turn was given to the
argument because he could not meet the evi-
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dence of those passages as requiring condi-
tions, and complained of the misrepresentation,
and withal pointed out the difference between
“believing, as 8 free agent, and having faith,
&c., in a passive sense. Instead of meeting
this distinction as a fair disputant would have
done, " either by showing that my sense of
those passages was wrong, or that his was
right, he persists still in representing that
there is-no difference between believing in my
sense of the word, and having faith in Ais;
and now tries to turn this distinction into
ridicule by saying, “ When he will show us
how a man can believe, without having faith,
&c., then, and not till then, shall we perceive
a propriety in this distinction.” But if it be
evident that in both his replies, and in all that
he has said upon this subject, he has seen, and
acted upon ¢ this distinction,” will not all
candid judges say, at least, that he has trifled
with a serious subject, and evaded the point?
I “take no exceptions” at my opponent’s
¢ presenting a bill” which I drew on the Rev.
H. Ballou, some nine or ten years ago, and
which last Thursday evening came back pro-
tested ; and I hold myself ready to pay it-the"
moment he shall prove that the sentiments
contained in the “ story of rebellion” are not
genuine Universalism; and till he does that I
think we have. his own consent to call these
sentiments “ smoke.”* ,
® The circumstancs alluded to is this: Some years
ago, in a little discussion I had with Rev. H. B,, to ex-
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My opponent has now as much dificulty
with his own comment upon the verb “believ-
eth not,” in the apostle’s commission, as he
had before with the verb itself. I contended
that this verbis in the present time. - This ke
disputed, and said it must have “ allusion to
the future,” and to this end gave us his criti-
cism upon the Greek participle. I still urged,
in my reply, that it must be in the present
tense, for this reason, that if it be not in the
present, but in the future, it will follow, that

"he that « believeth not” is not condemned, but
only he who “shall not believe;” and to ob-
viate his difficulty, observed that this is a
“statute in the kingdom of Christ,” and that
while it remains the same, and time passes on,
it comes to all the successive generations of
men in the same way, that is, in the present
time. He now attempts to make you helieve
that I have adopted “ one of the horns of his
dilemma”—that which points to the future,
and that we are quite well agreed on this
point! “He does adopt one horn, and ad- -
mits that the words ¢ believeth not,’ had allu-
sion to time future to the pertod when the
words were spoken. And this is a fact for

poee his artful method of diverting the reader’s attention,
I related an anecdote of a robber, who said to the man
he wished to rob, ¢ Do you sce that smoke yonder?”
and while the man was guzing to see the smoke, he lost
his property. This anecdote my opponent has found
somewhere, and applied to what he calls my ¢ story of
rebellion.” . ’
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which we also contend.” But that was not
the point in dispute, but whether the verb
¢ believeth not” is to be taken in the present
or future time. This is little better than
downright equivocation.

He makes a farther attempt to support his
conclusion from our argument, that it would
damn all heathenandinfants, He informs you
that I said ¢infants cannot be unbelievers, for
the reason that they have no belief or know-
ledge of the subject.’ Herehe has omitted three
of my arguments toshow thatinfantscannotbe
unbelievers, and has ascribed to me one that I
did not use. I did not say that ¢ infants can-
notbe unbelievers for the reason that they have
no belief” 1should have concluded that this
was an accident, were it not that he says; I
said this “ to evade the force of his argument.”
But surely he ought not to accuse me of “eva-
sion,” and then to make it out, ascribe to me
an absurd argument that I did not use, and
omit three sound ones that I did use. Buthe
says “he has been in the habit of thinking that
an unbeliever was one who did not believe, and
that unbelief signified simply a want of belief.”
This then was not a hasty thought, or sudden
conclusion with him, but what he was in the
_habit of thinking. But we have “been in the
habit of thinking” that unbelief, as well as belief,
implies moral action; and that if it be not so,
a horse may be an unbeliever as well as a
man ; for I ask, does a horse believe? The
answey must be, no ;—then, says my opponent,
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a horse is an unbeliever, “because unbelief
signifies simply a want of belief.”

Again. - He thinks that our argument built
on the words, “ He that believeth shall be
saved, but he thatbelieveth not shall be damn-
ed,” “hangs up the heathen between hea-
ven and hell as fit for neither:”. because if
they have not faith in Christ they cannot be
saved; and ¢ if they have notunbeliefthey can-
notbe damned.” ‘Had he attended properly to
Rom. ii, 12, and to the observations on it, when
that passage wasunder considerationin the dis-
cussion on future judgment, he would have
seen that different nations are under different
dispensations of light, and that each is to be
judged according to the light of his dispensa-
tion. Those under the Gospel will be judged
by the Gospel ; those under the law of Moses,
by the law of Moses; and those under what
is called “the law of nature,” by the law of
nature ; and according to their respective dis-
pensations will be saved or lost. And there-
fore the heathen who never had the offer of
Christ, can have neither faith nor unbelief in
the Gospel sense of those words.

In my last answer I considered the case of
Paul, as I supposed my opponent intended it,
as one of his two arguments to show that the
self murderer, the drunkard who dies while he
is drunk, &c., may be made holy without their
own agency ; and proved, if I mistake not, that
it was not a case in point. My opponent now
gives us to understand that he produced that
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case for another purpose. viz,, to show that sin-
ners receive their whole desert of punishment
in this life. Whether he has given it this turn
to ‘evade the force of -my remarks, (as he has
not replied to them,) I cannot tell ; but he has
again fallenintoalittleinaccuracy inrepresent-
ing me as saying “ that Paul was a very good
man before he was converted.” I neither said,
nor implied this. My words were, “in many
respects he was an amiable man.” 1 never
disputed, however, that on the whole, he was a
great sinner : and as itrespects his suffering the
whole penalty of the law in his own person, I
still feel justified in saying, notwithstanding
the loud complaint of my opponent, that if
he did 8o, he was never pardoned. And if I
¢ fight a man of straw,” when I assert this, my
opponent will have to encounter a giant, when
he undertakes to show that the man whose
sins are all forgiven, is nevertheless holden to
suffer the whole penalty of the law in his own
‘person. And this he must now do, or cease
is complaints in fature. ’

Once more. To show that he who dies ina
state of intoxication may be made holy, it is
said, 1. “That all things are possible with
God.” Wedispute this, unless it be qualified ;
for “God cannot lie,”—*“ God cannot deny
himself ;» and if God has made man a free
agent, given him his law, and required his obe-
dience as the condition of his salvation, he
cannot save him {n a different way without
denying himself,
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2. It is said, # If itbe a fact that the Serip-
tures declare that God will make all men holy
in his own time, this supposed case (is it not a
real case?) cannot prove that such person
shall never be made holy.”—True, “if the
Scriptures declare” this: but this is.the point
to be proved, and not taken for granted.

3. A case is supposed, of two men born at
the same time, one lives a notoriously wicked
life, and at last is executed for murder: but
just before his execution experiences convert-
ing grace, and goestoheaven. The other lives
a good, moral, and Christian life, till just before
he dies he gets drunk, dies in that state, .and
goes to hell. Now it is supposed that these
cases form a strong objection to our doctrine,
because the one is not rewarded accordingto
his good deeds, nor the other punished accord-
ing to his sins. But we cannot see that these
cases form any objection at all to ourdoctrine,
since they take place according te the statute
of Christ’s kingdom, “in such case made and
provided.” This case may be fully illustrated
by reference to “ the story of rebellion-and the
president’s proclamation,” which youno doubt
remember. One of the “ rebels” stands out till
the last hour of the space allowed by the pro-
clamation for the submission of the rebels,
when he submits, is pardoned, escapes the gal-
lows, and enjoys all the privileges of society.
Another, who had been true to his country all
his days, or had been pardoned on the first pro-
mulgation of the proclamation, rebels at the
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last hour, and is hung for it, I leave you to
make the application. )
I have now gone over with all that part ‘of
the reply which was intended to apply to-my
lecture, and what do we find? We find, as be-
fore, that the principal points in my lecture
remainuntouched. To thishour my opponent
has never examined one of the many texts al-
leged in proof of conditions, tosee whetherthey
require repentance, faith, and obedience, as the
actions of free agents, or only express what
they must Rave in a passive sense, as whenit
is supposed that God impresses these virtues
upon the soul in a state of intoxication. Nor
has he applied a single remark to obviate the
awfil consequences of asserting that God
makes the impenitent sinner holy at the last
moment of his life, while he dies in a state of
intoxication. What becomes of the truth of
the Divine threatenings, and of the honour of
the Lawgiver in this case, we are left to con-
jecture. He has not brought a single text of
Scripture to bear directly on the point of free
agency, conditions, or God’s making the sin-
ner holy at the last moment of his life. He
has in no instance, except that of the verbs in
the apostles’ commission, attempted a close
examination of my argument,—and we have
seen howhe has succeeded in that. In gene-
ral he entirely overlonks my arguments, as in
the case of conditionsbeing parts of salvation,
or has merely glanced at them. {f I wrong-
fully accuse him here, he has it in his power
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to convince you of it by facts, since the whele
is in writing, and he no doubt will do it.

- In regard to'my opponent’s Scripture proofs
of universal salvation, though I thought them
unseasonable, I consented to consider them, as
I have consented to him in other things, that he
might not have it to say, he had not an % equal
ground ;” but I did consider his course foreign
to the subject of my second lecture, which was.
then under discussion. I demanded proof,
direct and substantial, that God will make the
impenitent sinner holy in the moment of death;
but that proof is not to be found in those scrip-
tures. Having admitted his course, I should
have considered all his proofs, had time per-
mitted, and I contented myself with barely
noticing those I thought the mostimportant to
his cause. . With respect to those which have
been commented on by us both, [ agree with
him to refer what has been said tothe judgment
of the audience. For the argument on the
others I referred, as you may recollect, to
the speech of the Rev. , upon the word
“hang,” in the story of ¢ rebellion,” and that
speech is a fair specimen of my opponent’s
reasoningon those passages. Seein the follow-
ing case :—* No man can call Jesus Lord but
by the Holy Ghost.” ‘ As many as are led by
the Spirit of God, they are the children of God,”
“Every knee shallbow, and every tongue shall
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord,” &c. The
argument ig,* ‘“that all shall be led by the

# This argument was not in form in the reply, nor
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Holy. Ghost to call Jesus Lord, and all who
areled by the Spirit are children of God ; there-
fore allshall be made holy—all shallbe saved.”
I have observed to you that the last of these
passages .is twice quoted from the Prophet
Isaiah, and is never used as a promise, but.al-
ways by way of admonition, and in Rom, xiv,
11, is applied to the last judgment, when the
righteous shall “ bow,” and “ confess,” in pious
homage, the wicked by constraint. I might add,
that, “ Not every one that saith Lord, Lord,
shall enter into tKe kingdom of heaven ; but,”
&c. 1 Tim. ii, 4, “ God will have all men to
be saved,” &c. “If this be the will of God
willit not be accomplished 7 We ask, is the
will of God accomplished by mankind now? or
is it not the will of God they should now“be
saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth”
now ?-“ Tellusnot,” says my opponent, “that
.men will not come when God draws them.
*My counsel shall stand and I will do all my
pleasure.’” ButGoddoes hispleasure astruly
when he punishes the unbeliever, as when he
saves the believer ; and this is the ¢ counsel
and purpose of God.” i
The subject of the fifteenth chapter of 1 Cor,
is the resurregtion of the human body ; and
the text so much relied on by our opponents,
“For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ
shall all be made alive,” is to be understood
of the natural death and resurrection of the
were the passages given at length, and the whole indi.
catod perturbation g‘mind. . "t .
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body alone. And as we have “borne the
¢t image of the earthly’ Adam in a frail, cor-
ruptible body ; so shall we bear the image of
the heavenly” Adam, Christ Jesus, in his
spiritual, incorruptible body. In Luke xx,
34-36, our Saviour answers the question of
the Sadducees, respecting the right of seven
brethren to one woman in the resurrection:
hesays, “In the resurrection they neither mar-
ry, nor are givenin marriage ; neither canthey
die any more;” but in both these respects are
like the “angels,” and are the children of God—

not because they are holy, butbecause they are’

“ the children of the resurrection.” There is
nothing in this text or context that favours uni-

versal salvation in the least. In Rom. v, 20,

the apostle tells us that ¢ where sin abounded;
grace did muchmore abound ;” nottointimate
thatdeathby sin is ¢ temporal,” and the life by

grace, “eternal;” for of thisthereis nottheleast

trace in the chapter: butto show among other
things of a spiritual nature, that the grace by

- Christ was greater than the curse by Adam,
in that “the judgment was by one offence of
Adam unto condemnation;” whereas, “the
free gift by Christ is of many offences unto
justification,” to all who receive that grace.
Thus “ where sin abounded, grace did much
more abound.”

1" have now considered all my opponent’s
principal passages, butdo notfind universal sal-
vation in one of them ; and how any person
who reflects seriously, and thinks closely, can
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satisfy himself that that doctrine is true, on so
slight grounds, is not easy to conjecture, On
the general character of his proofs we may ob-
serve that not one of them speaks to the point
of universal salvation, but he is obliged to infer
it from every one of them. ‘This is indirect
proof at the best, and can never stand against
the direct proof.onthe other side of the ques.
tion. And is.it not a little singular that my
opponent sheuld rest the whole weight of his
doctrine on {nferential proof, and yet require
thatmy proof should all be explicit ? When the
doctrine of future judgment was under discus-
sion, as I have before observed, he never for-
got to ask, on any text, ¢ does this passage say
the judgment is in the future state ?° Butnow
he can resthis whole cause on inferential proof.
1 palled his attention to this inconsistency and
want of rule in interpretingshe Bcriptures in
my last, in a way which I thought would com-
pel him, either to make concession, to vindi-
cate himself, or deny the charge. Butnota
word do we hear fromm him on any of these
peints. And after all, he calls upon you to
¢ search the Scriptures, whether these things
are s0.” I heartily-join him in this request,

confidently believing that a candid attention

to the word of God will bring all to the

knowledge of the truth as.it is in Jesus. -
‘You may observe also that his proofs aré-

taken independently of their context, which-

gives them e derided charactes against his .

main position. See Iéuke xx, 84-36 ; Rom,
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v; 20, and xiv, 115 1 Cor. xv, 28; &c. His
proofs are generally arbitrarily construed,
and can never disgrove the dectrine of future,
everlasting punishment. :

And wherefore do we urge these things? Is
it because we love you not? . God knoweth.
‘We are shortly to leave this-world, and the
great question is, what shall be our state here-
after ? Youare told not to fear, notto beanx-
ious about your futurestate, foryou willall do
well enough. But will you believe this on
slight grounds ?2° Will you not pause and exa-
mine? Will you not inquire what effect the
belief of this is likely to have upon your con-
duct? Can you believe it will make you more
watchful, and prayerful—more ready to deny
yourselves, and bear your daily cross—more
desirous of dying unto the.world and sin, and
living unto righteousness? Will it inspire a
greater hatred of sin and love of holiness 7 Will
you notexamine yourselvesto see whatpowers
and faculties God hasgiven you? And willyou
notlook into his word to learn what he requires
ofyou? Ifyoufind thatherequiresrepentance,
faith, and universal obedience, will'you not,
ought you not to attend to them ¢ And can you
feel safe while you do not render to God his
due? While you are loitering do you not hear
his threatenings ? And are you not afraid of
them ? ‘While you feel an inclination to helieve
this new doctrine, do you never suspect the pu-
rity of your motives? Do you not consider it
as a kind of release from the obligations of ex-
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perimental and practical religion? And can
you feel safe while neglecting the duties you
owe your God and Saviour ? Have you con-
sidered that religion is designed for your moral
and-spiritual improvement, and to. fit you for
‘the enjoyment of the heavenly state ? If then
you neglect religion, do you not neglect your
‘OwWn mercies, your own salvation? And can
.you be sure you shall be savedif you neglect
your own salvation? On what does your faith
rest? Do you say “on the Scriptures ?” But
‘wheredo you ﬁm{ in all the Scriptures a single
passage thatteaches you that all mankind shall
be saved without suffering any punishment in
the future state? Do you-say that you infer it
from such passages as have been considered in
the foregoing pages? But are you sure that
you understand those Scriptures? The whole
‘Christian . world has, for eighteen hundred
years,understood those Scriptures in a differ-
-ent sense; nay, all former Universalists, and
‘one half of the present Universalists under-
stand those Scriptures differently from you;
and what assurance have yqu that you under-
stand them better than all therest of the wold ?
Have you searched more diligently? Have
you better means of knowledge than others ?
Can you look over the arguments which have
beenbrought against this doctrinein the course
of this discussion, and pronounce that they
have ho weight in them? Are you sure that
you are notfrée agents-—sure there are nocon-
ditions in salvation—sure that if you shoyld
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diein a state of intoxication, orkill yourselves,
God will produce holiness in you at the last
moment? Can you meet the objections to this,
or say that they have been fairly met in the
.course of this discussion?
Finally. The doctrine now proposed for
your acceptance involves the greatest
sibility. In this respect it differs from all other
glystems ever proposed to the children of men.
he question is, shall all men be saved in the
future state? If you say, yes, and trust to the
doctrine, and it should prove false, you are of
all men most miserable, because the iost-de-
ceived, and disappointed, and-nothing can re-
trieve your loss. In view of this subject, and
in view of the arguments which, in the course
of this discussion, have been urged a?mstthe
doctrine of universal salvation, I : ‘you,
the fear of God, whether there is one in this
assembly who is so fully satisfied of the truth
of the doctrine, that he is willing, without re-
pentance, without faith, without holiness, to
meet his final hour—-and——lul Judge! Ce
Nov. 23, 1827,

ANSWER IV,
Remarks on Mr, Paige's Reply to Aomoer III

¢ Tarn ye, turn ye, from your evil ways; for why
will ye die, 0 house of Israel!” Ezek. xxxiii, 1

- In my opponent’s reply of Nov. 23, he ad-
vanced the doctrine of necessity, as founded
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o the Divine foreknowledge of human actions
and events; but I -declined discussing this
subject with him any farther at that time, for
the following reasons:— .

First, he did not bring this subject forward
till the evening of the third discussion upon
my second lecture, Previous to this he had
pursued a course which had the appearance
of design to wear out the congregation by
protracting the discussion till the cold season
should drive the congregation from the place
of meeting ;—particularly his playing off from
the points at issue, neglecting many of my
proofs and arguments, and bringing in foreign
matter, as he did in his second reply. Upon
this I took the resolution not to. discuss any
more new matter upon the second lecture;
and waited on him with this view. Iobserv-
ed to him that we had gone over a good deal
of ground—that the points in dispute had not
been closely discussed, and that I thought it
not proper to bring in any more new matter
till the.old was disposed of. He made no ob-
Jjection, but said he thought as I did upon the
subject. If these are not the exact words
made use of, the conversation was substan-
tially as here related. :

Secondly. In my second answer upon this
lecture I had anticipated his views of fore-
-knowledge and necéssity, and framed an
article explanatory of the former, and offered
three arguments against the latter. And yet
in his third reply, contrary to the mutual un-
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derstanding between us, and without noticing
my arguments against necessity, he  brought
in that doctrine,. and argued-it at -length,
making more new matter than he had brought
into any reply since the commencement of
the discussion. My principal reason, however,
for not discussing the -doctrine of necessity
with him was his, passing over nry arguments
on that subject without noticing them.- It was
evident that in this way we might continue
the discussion all winter, without bringing any
thing to a close. Rather there can be no
discussion when the arguments on ore side
are entirely overlooked on the other:

- I now propose to examine closely the
ground of his doctrine of necessity, and the
arguraents by which hé attempts to support
it.  His particular views of necessity,—whe-
ther the moral necessity contended for by cur
Calvinist brethren, or the philosophical fatal
necessity contended for by the -Deists in gene-.
ral, he has never given us; but I suppose
they accord with the latter, not only beeause
he has used the word fate in this connection
with arguments of this character, but because
* these are the views of Mr. Ballou, with whom
he appears to agree in all points.* He was

* My opponent was understood to say on the even.
ing of the last discussion, that thpugh the Treatise on
Atonement, by Mr. Ballou, hagd been before the public
" thirty years, it had never been answered, This is a
mistake, as may be seen by the 6th volume of the Me
thodist Magazine, I believe also that the Rev. Mr.
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called upon-to make this expression of his
particular views on this subject, but never did
it; and this is one circumstance among many,
that shows with what reluctance he  brought
this subject forward. He probably anticipated
that this would not only be unpopular with
ti:tgubﬁc at large, but with many of his own
brethren in particular, who, it is said, are
known to be opposed to the doctrine of
necessity.*. o ’ .

The proposition which he lays down, and
endeavours to support, is the following :—

“ Man is an agent, free to do what God may
chooge and mno more.” This proposition is at
variance with itself ; for if man be an agent,
he is not a patient—if he be free, his actions
are not necessary: and to say that man is an
agent, and a patient—that his actions are free
and are necessary, is not less absurd than to
say, a man is a slgve and has full liberty at
the same time. .Freedom and nacessity are as
much opposed to each other as any eonditions

. of life, or any principles that can be imagined.
"There is a perfect contrariety between them.
We will, however, hear my opponent, and we
will consider his arguments, '

Hudson, of Westminster, a Universalist preacher, has
answered this work in connection with some other of
Mr. Ballou’s. : .

# Since the discussion closed, he has said that “he
advanced and defended the dottrine of ?hilo-op_hical
necessity,” in his ¢ aceount” of the discussion published
in tho Universalist Magazine.
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1. He “ offers sonte reasons in support of
this doctrine: and, . R

II. Produces some of the Scripture proofs
of the same.” : -

I. He “offers some reasons in support of
this doctrine.” o e

1. Bis first reason is founded an the-*cer-
tainty of an event that is foreknown ;» and
the second is an inference, “ that man is not
free to do what God knows he never will do.®
Now I shall admit the certainty of an event
that is foreknown, but deny the necessity of
that event. Let it, however, be abserved, that
by event here, is meant Aumen action. .

I am happy to agree with my late oppenent
in one thing respecting foreknowledge, viz.,
that when we speak of the Divine foreknow-
ledge, we speak after the manner of men, and
according to the conceptions.of men ;—that
properly speaking, there is no such thing as
foreknowledge, or afterknowledge with God,
but enly present knowledge. This follows, of
course, if God-fills all time, past and future,
as he fills all_space, that is, if he pervades
and comprehends eternity, as he pervades and
comprehends all space. And that he does'so,
will appear from the Scriptures. “A thou-
sand years with him are as one day, and one

day as a thousand years.” And, says the
" propket, “ Thou art from everlasting to ever-
lasting.” Here, if youdivide @ternitas a parte
ente, from @ternitas a pdrte post, that eternity
which is past, from that eternity which is to
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cemeé, youmay see how they are brought into
the. present moment by the prophet,—“Thou
art from everlasting to everlasting.” = .
And.indeed our reason will tell us that if
God be infinite, and his knowledge absolute,
it must be so. . Past and fuiure have respect
to man, who had a beginning, and must have
‘an end in-this world, and whose progress
through life is measured by the lapse of time;
but the duration of the Divine existence is not
measured by days, months, and years, nor
does he obtain his knowledge-in the way that
man doth. Man is dependent on a course of
instruction and education for all his know-
ledge ; hut we cannot say-this of God. There
is a time, that is, before they are instructed,
when. mankind are ignorant; but we cannot
say this of God: Man is dependent on means
for all his knowledge, and obtains knowledge
aslow degrees; but we cannot say this of
d, whose knowledge. is absolute, intuitive,
and infinite. Man knows with certainty only
a few future events, namely, those which are
dependent on the uniform operation of the
laws of nature, as the phases of the moon, the
ebbing and flowing of the tides, -&c., but God,
whose knowledge is independent, sees all the
volitions. and actions of free agents with as
much certainty as those events which are de-
ndent on the laws of nature. While we
ve an imperfect knowledge of -the objects
which Jurround us in this place, and of the
aotions which are going en here, we are ignos
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rant of what.is going on in anether place

because we are not there; but God has a

perfect knowledge of whatever s, in every
part of the earth, and throughout the universe,
because he is not confined to one place, but
is present in all places at the same time. We
know not what we, or othets, shall be doing
a year hence; but God knows perfectly what
_ shall be our condition, and what we shall be
doing at that time, because that time is present
with him. . And he knows how all his creatures
will act in all.future time, because all their
actions, and all future time, are’ present with
him. -
.~ And hence it will follow, that if we can
have an imperfect knowledge of the objects
which now surrotind us, and of the actions ot
the present moment, without those objects and
actions being necessary, and-without our
knowledge having the least influence in pro-
ducing them, God may have a perfect know-
ledge of all future events, even the volitions
and’ actions of free agents, without those
events and actions being necessary, and with-
out his knowledge having the least influence
in producing them. Of course, when we say
that God cannot know the future actions of
men, unless their actions are made unavoid-
able by a previous necessity, we kumanize his
knowledge, and place it on the same ground
with that of our own. Short-sighted, imper-
fect man cannot know the future actions of
men, unless he can first see some law of

e
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necessity operating to produce them; and
therefore he says God cannet know their.
future actions unless by the same necessity.
This represents.his knowledge as dependent
and imperfect like that of man.- But change
the terms and say that man may have know-
ledge of present actions, which are not neces-
sary; and then I would ask, on the evidence
that all future time and future events are
present -with God, whether he cannot know
the actions of his creatures which are not
made unavoidable by a previous necessity ?
If you say no, then you represent his know-
ledge as less perfect.than that of man;because
man can know present actions which were
not necessary. - -

But it is said, “ that man has no power to do
an action which God saw he would not do; and
the conduct of the Jews and of Judas toward
our Lord is appealed to in this view. Their
conduct was foreknown and foretold ; and,
therefore, it is said, they * could not possibly
have done otherwise than they did.” This is
as false in logic as it is in divinity. If it be
said that the conduct of the Jews and of Judas
was foreknown, and therefore it would take
place, it is correct; but when it is said that
because it was foreknown it was necessary,
or unavoidable, itis false. 'We will put the ar-

t into the form of a syllogism, and we
shall see how it will stand.

If God foreknows the actions of men, their
actions are certain
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But God foreknows the actions of mens; -
Therefore their actions are certain..- . -
This is now .a:good argument, because we

have got the same in the premises and in the

conclusion, namely, the certainty of the astions
of men. But when you change the term cer--
tain, for the term necessary or unavoidable; you

* make a false argument of it, because you bring

more into the conclusion than you have in the
premises. In the premises you have simply
the certainty of their actions ; but in the con-
clusion you have more than the.certaing,.you
have the necessity of their actions, and the im-
possibility that their actions should have been
different from what they are: in other words,
-the premises relate simply to the actions of
men-as agents ; but the conclusion relates to
the physical power of the agents, and asserts
that they have not power to act differently
from what they do.

Letusnow apply this distinction between the
certainty and the necessity of human actions
to somie familiar cases, and we shall seethatac-
tions may be certain which are not necessary.

A manis convicted of a crime. It is there-
fore certain that he has committed a crimina
action. The question, therefore, is not now
respecting the certainty of the criminal action,
but concerning the necessity of it ; and though
after the action is performed, it cannot be al-
tered, yet it is certain that before it was per-
formed it might have been prevented. But,
says the objector, the- criminal action in this
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case was foreknown, and therefore it was ne-
cessary, and could not possibly have been other-
wise. To thisit maybe replied, that foreknow-
ledge, as well as present knowledge, being de-
pendent on the action, and not the action on
the knowledge of it, the action might have been
different, that is, a virtuous action might have -
been performed instead of a criminal one, in
which case the criminal action would not have
been foreknown, but the virtuous one. And
it is abundantly evident that he who perform-
ed the criminal action, had, at the time he
performed it, all the ability necessary for
avoiding it, and for performing a virtuous one
in its stead.

And this is the sentiment of all mankind in
-practice, and therefore it is just ; but the con-
trary would be absurd and dangerous in prac-
tice, and therefore must be false. All pun-
ishments, human and Divine, proceed on the
principle, that he who has done wrong, might
have done right. The necessity of wrong ac-
tions, is, therefore, universaﬂi rejected. Let
us suppose a man to be brought before a judge
in an action of theft, and to plead in extenua-
tion of guilt, that the theft was foreknown, and
therefore could not posétbly-have been prevent-
ed. ‘Would his plea be admitted ? But sup-
pose the thief should urge this plea with the
judge, and should say, ¢ Your Aonourforeknew
that I should commit this theft; and therefore
1 could not possibly avoid it.” What reply
would the judge make? Would he not say, “1
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merely foresaw how you, as a free agent,
would act; and Isaw, at the same time, that
you had power to act differently ; you cannot,
therefore, exculpate yourself on the ground
of necessity.” Every master, and every pa-
rgnt who has occasion to administer punish-
ment would say the same. And God himself
says the same in all the administrations of
the penalties of his law. He never admits the
plea of necessity arising from foreknowledge,
.which he no doubt would do if it were true.
If I mistake not, we may conclude, from the
foregoing observations, that the only difficulty
arising from foreknowledge'is in a mistake of
our own, in supposing that the actions fore-
known are dependent on the knowledge of
them for their existence ; whereas foreknow-
ledge is as much ‘dependent on the actions
foreknown, as present knowledge is.. And
in all cases the action foreknown, in the order
of nature, precedes the knowledge of it;
though in relation to God, there may be no
difference in time between the action and the
knowledge of it. And were. we careful to
observe that the phrase “ foreknowledge,”.is
a phrase “ after the manner of men,” and con-
veys an idea of human knowledge which is
always imperfect ; and that the Divine know-
ledge is all present knowledge, weshould have
no more difficulty about the foreknowledge of
God, than we have about our present know-
ledge. And who thatshould learn at any time
the objects, persons, and actions swrrounding
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him, would suppose from the bare fact of his
knowledge of them, that they were dependent
on his knowledge for their existence, or that
they existed of necessity ? Yetthe inference of
necessity in this case would be just as gorrect
as in the case of foreknowledge. Whenthere-
fore, the question of necessity arising froem
foreknowledge comes up, we have only to re-
flect that present knowledge does not imply
such a necessity of the existence of human
actions as that they could not have been dif-
ferent from what are, and that the Di-
vine knowledge is all present knowledge, and
the difficulty vanishes at once.

That prince of English poets, the author of
Paradise Lost, has some striking thoughts
on this subject, which are so just and beauti-
ful that I cannot withhold them from the au-
dience. He represents the Father as speak-
ing to the Son on the apostasy of Adam,
thus :— o N

' « 8o will fall,
He and his faithless progeny. Whoso fault ?
Whosee but his own? Ingrate! he had of me
All he could have; I made him just and right,
Sufficient to have stood, though free to fulf
Such I created all th’ éthe powers
Anft.llr spirits, both ‘them who stood and them whe

. d 5
Freely they stood who stood, and fell who fell.
Not free, what proof could they have given sincere
Of true allegiance, constant faith or love,
Where only what they needs must do appear‘d,
Not w_h.t? they would? what praise could thoy

-
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pleasure I from such chedience

When will and reason (reason aleo is choice)

Useless and vain, of freedom both despoil’d,

Made passive both, had served necessity,

Not me ? they therefore as to right belong’d,”

So were created, nor can justly accuse

Their Maker, or their mlin y or their fate,

As if predestination ovelmles .

Their will, disposed by absolute ‘decree .

Or high foreknowledge : the{ themselves decreed

Their own revolt, not I: if I foreknew,

Foreknowledge had no influence on their fault, .

Which had no less proved certain unforeknown.”

* In my opponent’s ar?ments for necessity,
there is & manifest want of method, the same
argument recurring repeatedly in different
words. His third and fourth arguments may
be taken together, and expressed thus :—

“ From the omnipotence of God we may
infer that he would not suffer his creatures to
act contrary to his own choice.”

Now when we look around us we see much
irreligion, much neglect of Christ and the Gos-
pel ; we see much obscenity and profaneness;
much gross intemperance and fraudulent deal-
ing; much of murder, suicide, and duelling ; in
a word, much of all kinds of wickedness, and
all, according to the argument, the “ choice » of
God, that is, he preferred that his creatures
should be guilty of unnatural, beastly, and dia- .
bolical conduct, to their being innocent, pure,
and holy. That there is much of this conduct
among men is the plain matter of fact, and can-
not be denied ; and the argument tells us that
“ God will not suffer his creatures te act con-
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trary to-his own choice.” Is not this 4 pleadant,
not to say a sdfe doctrine to preach to eve
part of the community ? I trust that with this
enlightened audience it requires no argument
to prove that this doctrine is as much at va-
riance with the Bible, as it is with the reason
of man and the- interests -of society. :
The next argument is a very singular one.
. My opponent gives us to understand that
“ God could not be happy if men acted con-
trary to his choice.” According to this, God
is dependent for his happiness on the conduct
of his creatures ; and what is still more sin-
gular, he could not be happy if his creatures
were all holy, he could not be happy if a vast
proportion of mankind were not guilty of all
that is implied in impiety, corruption, and
wickedness, seeing that this is his will con-
. cerning them. And what must be the character
of that being whose happiness is dependent on
the wickedness of others %—Father, forgive
thy creatures, who thus represent thy charac-
ter, for they know not what they do. -

We come now to his Seripture proofs of
the doctrine of necessity. The first class he
calls“‘inferential ;” the second, ““direct proofs.?

1. @ Inferential.”—*“ We have proof that
man cannot effectually resist the power of
God.” We remark here first, That, accord-
ing to this, God governs the actions-of men
by his “ power ; and, secondly, That not only
when he exerts his power to make men vir-
tuous, but also when he exerts it to make them

- 10
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wicked, they “cannot effectually. resist his
power.” To present these sentiments without
disguise is to confute them. o
- 2.°%“God. commissioned lis prophets to
" foretell future events ;” and it is inferred. that
“if these were certain, men had no power to
prevent their accomplishment;” and my op-
ponent appeals to the conduct of the Jews
and of Judas toward our Saviour, to show
that ‘they had not power to do otherwise.
These cases have been considered in the
article upon foreknowledge; where;. if I mis-
take not, it is shown that-the bare certainty
of an action does not imply the want of a
physical power in the agent to act differently
from what he does. 1i what is there said be
not sufficient, we now say, that if the Jews
end Judas had not power to do differently from
what they did,.we ¢annot see that they were
in the least to blame. - -

" 8. “God has declared his will in many
ways ;—and if he has power to accomplish it,
then man has no power to frustrate it.” To
this we answer,—If by not “ frustrating” the
will of God, is meant not acting contrary to
his  will, then we have had this argument
before, and need not spend time upon it here.
Butif my opponent uses the word “ frustrate®
in the sense of to deceive, or disappoint, then
we have nothing to do with it ; bécause God
is no more deceived or disappointed on our
principles than on his own. To be deceived
or disappointed would argue imperfection of
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knowledge in Deity, which our principles do
not admit; and which cannot be true.

4. “God has made promises to mankind.
But if man has power tofrustrate the designs
of God, he may not be able to accomplish his
promises.” This implies that the promises of
God are absolute -and unconditional, and
cannot fail of being accomplished. You; my
hearers, will judge whether this be correct.
The promises relating to the land of Canaan
which were made to the Israelites, and which
wore the most absolute aspect, were never-
theless conditional, and failed of their accom-
plishment; for thus saith God to them.
“ Doubtless ye shall not come into the land
concerning which Isware to make you dwell
therein, save Caleb the son of Jephunneh,
and Joshua the son of Nun—and ye shall
~ know my breack of promise,”—that is, ye
shall know that my promises are conditional,
and that when you wickedly neglect the con-
ditions, I am not bounrd to fulfil the promises,
Num. xiv, 30,-34. It was thus also in the
promises made to the house of Eli, “ Where-
fore the Lord God of Israel saith, I said in-
deed, that thy house, and the house of thy
father, should walk before me for ever: but
now the Lord saith, Be it far from me; for
them that honour me I will honour, and they
that despise me shall be lightly esteemed,” 1
Sam. ii, 30. See also the .promises made to
David, where God says, “Once. have I sworn
by my holiness, that I will not lie unto David,
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His seed shall endure for ever, and his throne
as the sun before me. It shall be established
for ever as the moon, and as a faithful witness .
in heaven. But says David, in the- very
next words, “ Thou hast.cast off and abhorred,
thou hast -been wroth with thine anointed.
Thou hast made. void the covenant of thy
servant; thou hast profaned his crown by
casting it to the ground,” &c., Psa. lxxxix,
35-39. Again, God says by Jeremiah, ¢ At
-what instant I shall speak concerning a nation,
and concerning a kingdom, to build and to
plant it: if it do evil in my sight, that it obey
not my voice, then I will repent of the good
wherewith I said I would benefit them,” Jer.
xviii, 9, 10. Once more. “ When I shall say to
the righteous, that he shall surely live ; if he
trust in his own righteousness, and comumit
iniquity, all his righteousness shall not be re-
membered ; but for his iniquity that he hath
committed he shall die for it,”” Ezek. xxxii, 13.
These passages may serve to show that
the promises made to the children of men are
conditional, and that if they fail of performing
the conditions they have no claim upon the
promises. .And that the promises of pardon,
of sanctification and final salvation are con-
%t(i’gnal is manifest from the whole word of
We come now to what my opponent con-
siders the ‘“direct proof ” that all the actions,
particularly the evil actions of men, are pre-
determined by God, made necessary and
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unavoidable. ~For this purpose he .quotes
Isa. xlvi, 10, *“ My counsel shall stand, and 1
will do all my pleasure.” If the sentiment
of my opponent be correct, we have nothing

to do, in order to know what the “counsel’

and pleasure” of God is, but to look around
us and see what the actions of men are. Let
us then take the account which St, Paul has
given of the Gentiles in his day, and which is
true of many in our day, and let us see whe-
ther we ought to resolve it into the * counsel
and pleasure” of the Lord, or into another
cause as different from _that as hell from hea-
ven. The apostle tells us that they were
¢ backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud,
boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient
fo parents, without understanding, covenant
breakers, without natural affection, implaca-
ble, unmerciful: who knowing the judgment
of God, that they which commit such things

are worthy of death, not only do the same, -

but have pleasure in them that do them.”
Here is twofold proof of the depravity of these
Gentiles; first, they did these things them-
selves ; and, secondly, they had “pleasure”
in such as did them. And shall we say that
God algo has “pleasure” in them that do these
things, and that he has taken effectual mea-
sures in his ¢ counsel” to secure the commis-
sion of all this wickedness? The text speaks,
not only of the * counsel” and “ pleasure” of
God, but shows alse that he will do his “coun-
sel” and “pleasure” himselfi. Now, I leave
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it 'with you, my candid hearers, to say, whe-
ther the counsel and pleasure of the Lord,
which ke will accomplish, refers to the wicked-
ness of mankind, or to those events which-are.
to be brought about by. his overrulihg pravi-
dence; such as the restoration of the Jews
from the Babylonish captivity ; which is the
subject of the disputed text. This, was the
¢ counsel” and pleasure” of God, which he
would accomplish in spite of the idols of Ba-
bylon, and of all his enemies. - .
Again, Isa. lv, 11, is quoted for the same
purpose, viz., to show the necessity of all hu-
man actions. “So shall my word be that
goeth forth out of my mouth; it shall not re-
turn unto me void; but it shall accomplish
that which I please, and it shall prosper in
the thing whereto I sent it.” My opponent
has much to say of the “ purposes of God ;”
and every where assumes that his purposes
relate to the actions of his creatures. But
this is the point to be proved, and not assumed.
None of his proofs, however, touch this point.
‘We do not deny the purposes of God, but
admit that many things are included in his
purposes, as that Christ should come into the
world to. redeem mankind—that mankind
should be free agents, and have a day of grace,
and the means of grace—that they should die,
—be raised from the- dead and brought to
judgment, &c.; but we deny that the actions
of moral agents are so included in the pur-
poses of God that they cannot be different
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from what they are. The ¢ word” in the text
. which shall “not return void, but prosper in
the thing whereta it. is sent,” is the prophetic

word relating to the times of the Gospel, and -

which shall be effectual in all that believe, to
save from the guilt, pollution, and condem-
nation of sinj and we might add, which shall
be effectual in the -final condemnation and
punishment of all wha reject the Gospel. But
all this is done while their actions are their
own, and are freée. S
Dan. iv, 35, is also produced to show the
necessity of human actions. “ He doeth ac-
cording to his will in the army of heaven, apd
among the inhabitants of the earth: and none
can stay his hand, or say unto him, What
doest thou?” These words were spoken by
Nebuchadnezzar, on occasion of his former
_ insanity, and subsequent return of reason, in
-which he acknowledged the power of God ;
and. they may be applied to any of those
events in the life of man, or the kingdoms of
this world, which are brought about by the
providence and ‘power of God; but were
never intended to teach the necessity of the
actions of moral and accountable creatures,
and much less that “God works all things in
all men, even wickedness in the wicked.”
We now see how little reason my opponent
had to draw this horrid and blasphemous con-
clusion of the necessity of all human actions,
from any of those passages which he adduced
in proof of his position. And yet he calls the
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evidence of these passages “direct proof” of

his doctrine. . » :
We have more of this kind of “direct

proof * in the following passages, which are

designed to show that“ actions which we call -

sinful, and for which we incur punishment,
are in accordance with the will of God.”
The first produced is Gen. xlv, 5, 7, 8, where
Joseph says to his brethren, “ Now, therefore,
be not grieved, nor angry with yourselves,
that ye sold me hither ; for God did send me
* before you to preserve life. And God sent
me before you to preserve.you a posterity in

the earth, and to save your lives by a great.

deliverance. So now it was. not you that
sent me hither, but God: and- he hath made
me a father to Pharaoh, and lord of all his
house, and.a ruler throughout all the land of
Egypt.? .

. We may remark here, 1. That God had a
wise and merciful design in sending Joseph
inte Egypt, while his brethren had an envious,
malicious, and murderous design in sending
him thither. - 2. We may remark that God so
overruled their evil design as to accemplish
his own merciful design, and produce great
good to them, to their father’s house, and to
the Egyptians. 3. We remark, that Joseph,
deeply penetrated with a sense of the wisdom
and mercy of God, and full of the spirit of
forgiveness and brotherly affection, apologiz-
ed for his brethren, and directed their attention
rvather to the providence of Giod, than to theif
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own conduct in sending him into Egypt. And
4. That there is not in this whole account, or
elsewhere, the least intimation that their con-
duct in selling their brother was in ¢ accord-
ance with the-will of God,” but the supposition
is absurd, blasphemous, and abhorrent to the
- nature and will of God.

The next passage adduced to prove that
the wicked actions of men are in ¢ accordance
with the will of God,” is Exod. vii, 1-5, where
we have an account of God’s hardening Pha-
raoh’s heart, and of his refusing to hearken to
Moses and Aaron. The following remarks
will comprise all that need be said on this
subject, and will show whether Pharaoh’s
conduct was in “ accordance with the will of
God,” or not.

1. Pharach was a haughty, tyrannical,
fdolatrous prince, the measure of whose
iniquities was now full, and God determined
on a course of retributive justice toward him,
as well as of mercy to the Israelites.

2. Pharaoh’s disobedience was the cause of
his heart being hardened. Thus it is repeated-
ly said that “ Pharaoh hardened his heart;”
and “ Pharaoh hardened his heart at this
time also.” ’ :

3. When it is said that “ God hardened
Pharaoh’s heart,” it is not to be understood
that he did this efficiently, but judicially, that
is, by leaving him to the consequences of his
own wickedness. And this he did, that he
might “multiply his signs ‘apd wonders in the
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land of Egypt.” - In this sense the Prophet
Isaiah made the “heart of the people fat, and
their ears heavy, and shut their eyes,” that is,
these effects followed -his preaching when the
word of the Lord was rejected by them: see
Acts xxviii, 26, 27. In this sense also the
Gospel ministry proves a “savour of death
unto death,” to all such as disregard it, when
they are finally “ given over to a reprobate
mind:” And we may observe that if we lay
wax, and soft clay,. before the fire, the same
heat that softens the wax will harden the clay.
This is not owing to a difference in the heat
which affects these substances, but to ‘the
difference in the substances themselves. And
thus it is with sinners under the Gospel.
‘While one is made contrite, another is made
more obdurate ; but these different effects are
not to be ascribed to a difference in the desi
and operation of God upon them, but to the
difference in their conduct toward the Gospel.
And thus it was with Pharaoh. Had he
hearkened diligently to the veice of the Lord
‘God, as he might have done, he would have
been saved ; but saying practically, as well
as. in word, “ I know not the Lorp, neither
will I obey his voice,” he became hardened
in sin, and was finally destroyed.

4. There is no evidence in the whole ac-.

count of Pharaoh, that his conduct was in
“ gecordance with the will of. God,” but the
direct contrary. God certainly expressed his
will to Pharaoh in very plain terms, and
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Pharaoh as certainly went contrary to his
will. : '

. Acts ii, 23, is produced as “direct proof”
that the most wicked actions of ‘men are in
“ accordance with the will of God.” ¢ Him,
being delivered by the determinate counsel
and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken,
and by wicked hands have crucified and slain.”
Dr.-Clarke observes upon these words, that
¢ God had determined long before, from the
foundation of the world, to give his Son a
sacrifice for sin ; and the treachery of Judas,
and the malice of the Jews, were only the
incidental means by which the great counsel
of God was fulfilled: the counsel of God
intending the sacrifice; but never ordering
that it should be brought about by such
wretched means. This was permitted ; the
other was decreed.”” - We may add, that God
foreseeing the treachery of Judas, and the
malice of the Jews, ¢ determined” to deliver
his Son up to suffer all that was in their
power, as free agents, to inflict upon him, and
to overrule the whole for the good of man-
kind. But this was a very different thing
from determining their wickedness, and is no
proof that their wickedness was in “accord-
ance” with his will. -

‘There is only one passage more adduced
by my opponent for the very strange purpose
of showing that the worst actions of men are
in  accordance with the will of God,” and
that is Acts iv, 27, 28, “For of a truth against
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thy holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anoint-
ed, both Herod, and Pontius Pilate, with the
Gentiles, and the people of Israel, were ga-
thered together, for to do whatseever thy hand
ang thy counsel determined before to be done.”
We remark on this passage, 1. That the
erson “ anointed,” who is the “holy child
esus,”” was the person appointed “to do
whatsoever God’s hand: and counsel deter-
mined before to be done.” And 2. That
against him, as though to prevent the accom-
- plishment of the Divine will in the redemption
of the world, both “ Herod, and Pontius Pilate,
with the Gentiles, and the people of Israel,
were- gathered together.” And accordingly
many of the learned tell us, what indeed must
be obvious to every reflecting mind, that there
is a parenthesis -in the 27th verse,” which
should be read in connection with the 28th
verse, thus:—* For of a truth against thy
holy child Jesus, whom thou hast anointed,
(for to do whatsoever thy hand and thy coun~
sel determined before to be done,) both Herod,
and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and
people of Israel, were gathered together.”
And the passage thus understood gives us an
easy, natural, important, and ‘holy doctrine;
whereas that of my opponent gives us a harsh,
unnatural, unholy, and shocking sentiment,
namely, that the worst actions of the worst
men in the world, were in ‘ accordance with
the will of God.” : :
On the evidence which my opponent sup
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poses the foregoing passages of Scripture
afford in support of his do:g'eme, he proceeds
to remark,

1. That “these actions were performed
from passion and malice, and without motive
to do the will of God ;” and,

2. That “ not\nthstandmg they”—-—actxons
implying wrong motives—* were in accord-
ance with the will of God ;” and,

3. That “it is the same with regard to all
- the other actions of men;” and, -

4. That *“ man, acting according to the de-
terminate counset of God, is not free.”

. According to these remarks and this doc-
trine of necessity, God is the only agent in
our world, because he alone produces the
actions and motives of all mankind. And
bence his conclusion “ accords” with his pre-
mises when he tells us that all the actions of
men,bad as well as good, are in “ accordance,”
that is, agreement “ with the will of God.”
But then it can no- longer be said, “ What
fellowship hath righteousness with unright-
eousness? And what communion hath light
with darkness? And what concord hath
Christ with Belial? And what agreement
hath the temple of God with idols %’ 2.Cor.
vi, 14-16. For according to this doctrine
there is the most perfect fellowship and agree-
ment between the will of God and sin; because
he hath “chosen” it in preference to hohneas,
and it is in ¢ accordance with hiz will.” This
is no exaggeration of the sentiments of oy
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opponent ; for he teaches that men cannot
act contrary to the “choice” of God: and
therefore when they sin, it is proof that this
is the “choice” of God, who must have pre-
ferred sin to holiness, or he would-have chosen
holiness. And if it was his “chojce” that men
should sin, then sin was, no doubt, in “ accord-
ance with his will.” -
‘Whether my opponent has done his cause
a’service, or a disservice, by expressing his
sentiment on this subject so unequivocally,
remains to be seen; though if we might ex-
press a conjecture, his doctrine of necessity,
which is the foundation of his whole system,
will ultimately work its ruin. But be this as
it may, we are glad .that he has at length
given us his undisguised sentiments on this
subject. Those who have heretofore-advo-
cated the doctrine of necessity, have generally
expressed themselves with great caution, and
have sedulously maintained that there is no
agreement, but a perfect opposition between
God and sin; except the ancient sect of the
Manichees, who, not being able to maintain
the doctrine of necessity on this ground, con-
tended that there are two principles in Deity,
one good, the other evil: and that all the
good ,and evil in the world proceed from
these two principles. And I would recom-
mendit to the abettors of the present doctrine of
necessity, to inquire whether it is more likely
that moral good and evil flow from the same
principlein Deity, or from.contrary principles
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"My opponent having finished his arguments
in favour of necessity, proceeds to draw seve-
ral inferences from’1t to show that there are
no conditions in salvation. It will not be ne-
cessary for me to notice these inferences ; for
if his premises are without foundation, as [
trust has been made to appear in the fore-
going part of this discourse, and will more
fully appear in the sequel;—his inferences -
fall of course, and the doctrine of conditions is
supported by the authority of inspiration.

I will now elose with a few brief arguments
against the doctrine of necessity, and in favour
of that of free agency. And here-I would
repeat the substance of two or three arguments
which my opponent passed over without notic-
ing in his Reply, to which this is an answer.

. 1. My first argument -against necessity
. is founded on the general character of the
Bible, as abounding with commands #—with
promises to the obedient, and threaténings to
the disobedient ;—with commendation or.«cen-"
sure, according as men behave well or ill ;—
with the presentation of life and death before
‘mankind, together with every motive to in-
duce them to choose the one and refuse the
other ;—with expostulations with the pre-.
sumptuous sinners who slight their own mer-
cies, and solemn declarations hy God, that it -
is not his will that they should continue in sin
and be punished, but that they should repent
and be saved ;—and finally, with lamentations
over the finally impenitent and ruined, ae-
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companied with this asseveration on his part,
that ¢ he would have gathered and saved them,
but they would not.” Now, who can recon-
cile all these things with the necessity of hu-
" man actions,—the necessity of sin? -If man~
kind are not free agents, if their actions are
all predetermined and necessary, they are at
best mere sensitive machines, and there is no
more propriety in addressing commands and
maotives to them, thap addressing them to
wind mills and water wheels. And suppose
the master of one of your water shops should
take his stand, when every wheel was at rest,
and gives his commands to. the various ma-
chinery, ordering every wheel to move instant-
ly and with a certain degree of velocity and
regularity, and threatening that they-should
be cut to pieces and burnt in the fire if they
did not obey ; or suppose, when every wheel
wag in motion, he should command them in-
stantly to stop, upon pain of his sorest dis-
pleasure ; would you not think he was beside
himself? And shall we attribute to the God
of heaven a line of conduct infinitely mdre
ridiculous ?—Shall we represent him as first
predetermining the actions of .men, making
them all as necessary as the motions of a ma-
chine, .and then commanding, prohibiting,
promising, threatening and expostulating wi

them? This course is proper to be taken
ontl-{ with free agents; and he who.takes it
with necessary agents, if I may use the ex-
pression, not only makes himself ridiculous
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but says, by his conduct, that they are free,
when they are not, and herein he dissembles,
as well as acts the part of a tyrant. And

‘the being who could do this, might, with equal

justice, make holy creatures both sinful and
miserable to interminable duration.

“No,” says my opponent; “for although
it would be unjust in God to make man eter-
nally miserable for performing precisely those
actions which he had determined before to be
done; yet it would not be unjust to subject
him to a course of disciplinary punishment for
those actions ; seeing that thereby his greatest

‘good would be promoted.” According to this

the penalty of the law is not a curse, as we
are taught in the Seriptures, but a blessing;
and sin itself is not an evil, but a good, seeing
it is the mecessary occasion of our greatest -
happiness. :

2. My second argument is taken from
what we feel in ourselves. We.are conscious
of freedom. We deliberate,—compare,—de-
cide,—re-examine and decide differently ; we.
hope and fear ; we feel complacency when we
have done right, but remorse and guilt when
we have done wrong; because we are con-
scious we might have done otherwise. We
have a very different sensation upon perform-
ing an action necessarily, from what.we have
when our actions are free. Thusif a man in-
jures-his friend by a convulsive motion of his.
arm, he feels no guilt, because the action was
involuntary and unavc;idable ; butif he injure

1
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him voluntarily, he' feels condemnation and
guilt. And why this, if his actions are all ne-
cessary and unavoidable? Why have we a
consciousness of freedom’ in performing our
actions, if they are necessary and unavoidable?
Does conscience tell lies in this case? Has
God subjected us to this deception? Im-
possible.

¢ Whom conscience sent, her sent will support,
And God above assert that God in man.”

.8. However plausible the doctrine of neces-
sity may appear in theory, nobody was ever
yet found willing to admitit in practice. Those
who are the loudest in asserting it, complain as
soon as others of an.injury done them. Let
them be calumniated or defrauded, and you
hear no more of the necessity of these aotions.
No regard is had to its being the * cAvice” of
God, or to its being in “ accordance with his
.will.” Is there not great inconsistency here ?
And upon the supposition that the dectrine of
necessity is. true, and that these actions are in
“ nce with the will of God,” is there not
impiety too 7 For what is piety but resignation
to the will of God, and to those events and
actions which are in “ accordance” with his
will? Why should we not regard the will of
God inthe same light in aninstance of calumny
or fraud, as we'do in an act of justice or mer-
cy, if both are equally.in “ accordence with his
will 2 The truth is, the sentiment of all man-
kind is the same_in practice on this snbject,
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and is opposed- to the necessity of wrong
actions ; and were it otherwise it would sub-
vert the order of society, overthrow govern-~
ment, and introduce universal anarchy and
ruin. For then no sinner would refrain from
what he had an inclination to do, and no crime
would be punished, seeing we never punish
an action that is necessary and unavoidable,
and that is in *“ accordance with the will of
God.”

4. The doctrine of necessity implies blas-
phemy, or na sin at.all, according as we consi-
der the evil actions of men with reference to the

will of God. If we first say that there is such

a thing as sin or moral evil in the world ;—if
we say that it is a great evil; essentially and
diametrically opposed topiety, to justice, mer-
cy, and truth; then it would be horrid blas-

phemy to say thatit proceeded from, or was in

“ accordance” with the will of God. Because
this would not only make him the author of all
the sin in the world, but it would also be saying
that he has fellowship and agreement with it,
which would be blasphemy if there be any such
thing in the world. And it woeuld perplex my
opponent as much to be required to tell what
is blasphemy, if this be not, as to be required
to tell how our sing are forgiven, while we
suffer the whale punishment due to them.
But if we first say that God is holy, and his
will holy, and just, and good ; then it will fol-
low that whatever is produced or brought
about by his ¢ choice,” and “ will,” must be

’

P — |
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like himself, holy, just, and good ; beécause it
is absolutely impossible that the same foun-
tain should send forth both sweet water and
bitter, or in other words, it is impossible that
a holy principle should produee sin, or be in
“ accordance” with it. Thus, viewing the doc-
trine of necessity in whatever light you please,
“it is incumbered with insuperable difficulties.
¥t blasphemes the holihess of God, and. ex-
culpates the sinner from all blame. What-
ever the will of God may be concerning us,
as he is our S8overeign, and we are dependent
on him, and accountable to him, we oughi,
undoubtedly, to do his will. :

5. This doctrine of necessity, and the evil
actions of men being in “ accordance with the
will of God,” is utterly subversive of the doc-
trine of repentance. Repentance is a com-
manded duty; but does God command his
creatures to repent.for having done his will?
And is not God herein represented as at vari-
ance with himself? First, he “chooses” our
actions, ‘and they are in “ accordance with his
will ;” and then he commands us to repent
for having done that which was agreeable to
him. Nay, more: he produces sorrow in our

" hearts for having done actions that were in
“ accordance with his will.” - But if our ac-
tions are all in “aeccordance with his will,”
how is it that in repentance, under the in-
fluence of his word and Spirit, we always have
a conviction' that our actions have not been
in “ accordance with his will,” but in opposi-
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tion to'it? Are we deceived in thisconviction?
Do we err then when we are thé most hum- _
bled under a sense of our sins as being op-
posged to the will of God? Does God thus
deceive his ereatures, making them believe
their actions are opposed to his will while they
are in “accordance” with it? This view of .
our actions as opposed to the will of God
is, however, essential to repentance, and we
cannot.see that it is possible for a-person to

. repent under the belief that.his conduct has
been in “ accordance with the wil of God.”
He'is most fatally deceived who thinks thus ;
and if he would reflect seriously on the na-
ture of repentance, it would be the means of
convincing him that his actions are not in
““accordance with the Wlll of God ” but in op-

" position to'it. -

6. This-doctrine is equally at variance with
the doctrine of forgiveness ; for what need has
he of being forgiven'who has always done the
will of God,—all of whose actions have been
in “ accordance” with his wilt? And suppose
a man should make a mistdke, and think his
actions had been opposed to the will of God,
when' in fact they had been in accordance”
with his will; yet God,” who ‘always judges
according to truth could not but know his
error, and pity his weakness, and would doubt-
Jess undeceive him, by letting him see that
there is nothing to be forgiven where he had
done “ preeisely” whathe ¢ chose,” and what.
was in © aocordance” with his will. For how



166 - DISOUSSION ON

can God be displeased with 2 man for doing -
his will, or hold him under condemnation for
“ doing precisely what he chase heshould do 77
On this ground the whole dootrine of condem-
nation and forgiveness is a mere farce, or at
most, a soleinn.mockery of truth, and justice,
and mercy. But if,-as we know, the doctrine
of forgiveness is a doctrine of the Gospel, and
a Divine reality, then it follows that this doc-
trine. of necessity and sinful actions being in
% accordance with the will of God,” is a gross -
delusion of the devil, and a snare to catch un-
wary souls, . S
. 7. If this doctrine of necessity be true, there
is no need of regeneration, or any change.in
the dispositions of men; for on this ground,
these, however sinful, are .in.* accordance”
with the will of God, as well as their actions.
And why should God require an alteration in
that which is in “ accordance” with his will ?
If a present disposition of the heart of man be
in ¢ accordance” with the will of God, can he
require a change in that disposition while he
himself remainsthesame? Mustnotthat which
is in “ aceordance” with his will. at one time,
always be 8o, unless he should change ? And
if God always remains the same, and still-re-
quires a change in that which is in accord-
ance” with his will, it will follow that he re-
quires that the dispositions of his creatures
should be in opposition to his will, and that a
. disposition which ‘is at- present agreeable to
his will, should be changed for the express
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pulrpose that it might be in opposition to his
will. ) .

Here again we might urge the blasphemy of
thisdoctrine ;—for it is full of blasphemy, view
itas you will. If you say thata sinfuldisposi-
tion inthe heart of manis in “ accordance with
the will of God,” it is blasphemy. If yousay
that God changes, and that what pleases him
at one time will not always please him,it is
blasphemy. 1If. you say that he requires a
change in that which is in “accordance” with
his will, that it may be in opposition. to his will,
it is blasphemy. Blasphemy is written on all
the features of this doctrine of necessity,
which teaches that the sinful actions and dis-
positions of men are in “ gccordance” with

the will of God. ) :

" The doctrine of necessity is the foundation
and corner stone of Universalism. If it be
true, there are no conditions. in salvation, and
sin, repentance, forgiveness, and regeneration,
are words without importance, and without
meaning. On this ground the dectrine of the
atonement is rejected, and that of personal
suffering to the wholeextentof * sin’s desert,”
is substituted in its place. And indeed what
necessity is there of the one, or what cause
to dread the other, if all the actions and dis-
positions of men are necessary, and are in

* “accordance” with the will of God? On this
ground God, even in his character of Lord
and Judge, needs no propitiating, and man-
has no cause to dread the displeasure of a
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being with whose will his own actions and
dispositions are in- “ accordance.” )

_And can the influence of such a doctrine be
salutary on society 7 'Is it calculated to re-
strain the vicious, to excite to repentance, and
to reform the world #* We will not trust to-any
conclusions drawn from theory merely, but we
appeal to matter of fact.

The Universalists cannot be offended at us
for representing their doctrine, as- having an
unfavourable effect upon experimerntal re-
ligion ; since they themselves are not back-

ward to express their views on this subject ;-

from which, in part,-we draw’ our inference.
We know their. views of experimental re-
ligion, because we know How they express
themselves upon a subject of a change of
heart, and because we knew their views of
sin, of the atonement, of conditions, of re-
pentance, and of forgiveness of sin; and be-
cause the necessity of a new and heavenly
birth is never urged, but ridiculed, by their
%eachers' beth from the pulpit and the press.

hois there among them that isin the practice
of urging the nature and importance of repent-
ance, regeneration, and holy living, in a clese
and practical application to the heart? Andis
this unnecessary ? Ought we not to preach as

did Christ and his apostles, saying to all, “Ex .

cept a man be born again he cannot see the
kingdom of God 9 And ought we not to « re-
rove and rebuke with all long suffering and
octrine 2’—* To warn every man, and teach

\

.
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every man, in all wisdom, that we may present
every man perfect in Christ Jesus?* And
should we not be “instant -in season and out
of season” in this “ labour of love” to our fellow
creatures ? But our opponents have found out
a way to make all these things of little or no im-
portance, by denying the conditions of salva-
tion, and- by asserting’ that, let men live as
they please in this. world, they shall all pass
into glory .as soon' as they die. And.to
smooth the passage of sinners through this
world, -and as though they would - lull
their consciences into a more fatal stupidi-
ty than that' which is natoral, they -teach
that all their actions are.‘anécessary,”- that
they are “precisely what God chooses they
should be,” and that they are in “accord-
ance with his will.”- And. where is the need
of regeneration in this life, if these things
are true? >

If we have sucoeeded in showing that this
doctrine is without foundation in truth and in
the word of God, then it follows that man is a
free agent, that there are conditions in salva-
fion, and that these eonditions must be per-
formed in this world, or he who neglects them
is lost for ever. May God, for Christ’s sake,
give us all understanding in these things.
And now we commend you to God, and to
the word of his grace, which is able to en-
lighten and renew your souls, to build you up,.
and to %i’ve you an inheritance among all
them .which are sanctified; which we wish
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you, in the name of the Father, and of the
Bon, and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.
Dec. 30, 1827. R

APPENDIX TO ANSWER IV.

IN my opponent’s reply of November 23,
1827, were -a few things worthy of notice,
-which on accountof the length of my answer,
were omitted. These I shall notice in this
- place. The first of the following articles I
appended to my discourse on “necessity,” and
delivered it with that; but now assign it a
more proper place in this appendix.
- My opponent contends that we suffer in our
ownpersons the whole punishment of sin, while
sin itself is pardoned. I maintain that this is
absurd, false, and impossible ;—that if our
sins are pardoned, we are released from
punishment. If I succeed in maintaining my
position, one of the main pillars of Univer-
galism is. removed, and the whole building
must fall to the ground. - .

In my last answer on this subject, I said,
¢ A sinner is pardoned just so-far as his pun-
ishment is remitted, and no farther.” My op-
ponent overlooking this, goes on to.represent
me as holding that. a sinner is fully pardoned
by God, and yet is held to suffer a part of the
penalty of the law, in that disciplinary punish-
ment which he inflicts upon his own children
in this life, and under cover of this mistake,
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-endeavours to bring off his own absurd doc-
trine of suffering the whole punishment due to
sin, while the sinner is fully pardoned. - Inre-
ply to this I remark,— - . . o

1. That discipline.and punishment, proper-
dy so called, are essentially different in their
character, the one being a blessing, the other a
curse. Discipline, as far as it is painfal, may
be referred to the sentence of the law; but
being less than the desert of sin, and being
administered on principles of mercy, and with
a view to the reformation and salvation of the

. sinner, is changed into a blessing. My oppo-
nent gives us the same view of the difference
between disciplinary and full punishment,
when in his last reply, speaking of the latter,
he repeatedly asks, ¢ Is this a blessing, or isit
a curse?’ -'We agree with him that it is a
“ curse ;” and herein it is distinguished from
disciplinary punishment, which is'a blessing.
The Christian, therefore, does not suffer any
proper punishment at all. -

2. The sinner is not absolutely and fully, but
conditionally pardoned in this life. “We are
made partakers of Christ,” says the apostle,
« {f we hold fast the beginning of our confidence
firm unto the end.” And our Saviour has
given us an illustration of this subject in the
I8th chapter of Matthew. Here we read of
one whohad a debt of ten thousand talents for-
given by God, who, nevertheless, because he
would notforgive afellow servant, forfeited his
own pardon, and was cast into prison till -he
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should pay allthathe owed. On this'ground I
say thesinneris pardoned,sofar, and nofarther
than his punishment is remitted. If his pardon
were absolute and full, his release from pun-
ishment would be so teoo. - -

. Bat this is not the case with my opponent.
He holds that the sinner is absolutely and-fully
pardoned, and yet-that he is held to suffer the
whole punishment of his sins. This we pro-
nounce absurd in the highest degree. The re-
mission of punishmententersinto the very idea
of pardon. I canhave nootheridea of pardon.
You, my respected hearers, can have no other
idea of pardon. My opponent.himself, after
all that he has said, can have no other idea of
pardon than that which iniplies remission of
punishment. If he has, let him now bring it
forth and tell us how a sinner can be fully par-
doned, and yet be held to suffer the whole pun-
ishment of hissins. But I tell you heforehand
that he will not attempt this. He may ¢ sub-
mit? this point also “to the audience,” or he
may attempt to point out some defect in my
arguments, or he may attempt something else.
But he will never attempt to show, by explana-
tion, or-illustration, Aow a sinner can be fully
pardoned, and yet fully punished for all his
sins. If he could do this, he might, for aught
I know, make a hundred Universalists this
evening ; but if he cannot do this he ought to
be deserted by every one who has ;joined his
standard.* .

# This was said, if possible, to *provoke” my oppo.
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But do not the Scriptures promise pardon,
andthreaten punishmentto the sgme person at
the same time?. To this Isay no, not in this
order-; but they first threaten punishment, and
then offer pardon, or remission of punishment,
uponcondition of repentance and faith in Christ.
My opponenthas often quoted this phrase from

. Ezek. xviii, 20, ¢ The soul that sinneth it shall
die,” with others of like character, to show, .
that though we be pardoned, yet we must suffer
the punishment of our sins. . To “dje” in this
place. he takes, as [-do, to be the punishment -
of sin, But-then I say that this text, with the
context, clearly proves that when sin is par-
doned, punishment is remitted.—* The soul
that sinneth, it shall die ;” but if he turn from
his sins he shall live, “ he, shall be pardoned,
he shall not die,”—that is, he shall not be pu-
nished. And in the same manner we are to
understand all the passages he has brought
forward to prove the certainty of punishment
with pardon. We shal certainly be punished
as our sins deserve, if we do not repent and
believe in Christ; but we shall as certainly

- escape punishment if we dorepentand believe:
because Christ has made an atonement for
our sins, and is, in this respect, the end of the
law to every one that believeth in him. But

nent to give.an illustration of this article of his faith,
believing that nothing I could say would so effectually
expose its absurdity. But he knew too well the weak.
ness of his cause toattempt this. And yet lie does not
give it up.—* Lord, what isman !” = -



174 DISCUSSION ON

if the sinner must saffer the whole punishment
of sin in his own person, then Christ has died
in vain; and if he is ever saved, Christ will
have as little glory in his salvation as he has
had influence in removing his punishment.

And must the sinner suffer the whole pu-
nishment of his sins? Must he bear the whole
weight of his transgressions? Must he answer
in his own person for ten thousand transgres-
sions of the Divine law ?—for ten thousand
insults offered the infinite Majesty of heaven
and earth 7—for ten thousand slights of the
Saviour 2—for neglecting his own salvation,
and for abusing unnumbered blood-bought
favours? Alas! alas! for him who bears hi
own sins. O, believe not this doctrine, but
flee from it as you would flee from the face
of a serpent. O, turn from your sins, turn to
the slighted, long-neglected Saviour, and your
soul shall Live. '

On the question whether repentance and
faith, &c., are conditions, or constituent parts
of salvation, or both, I have but a few words
to say, and these would not have been deem-
ed necessary, had not my opponent overlook-
ed a material fact in my illustration of this
subject, and thereby évinced that argument
failed him. I havecontended that repentance
and faith, &c., are bdth conditions and con-
stituent parts of salvation, and used the fol-
lowing illustrations: A man has lost his
health by intemperance, and recovers it by a
return to a temperate course of living; and
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coptinging temperate he continues in.health.
Temperance with himis a constituent part of |
health. Again: a man loseés his character
by a habit of lying, and regains it by feform- -
ing that habit and speaking the trath; and

speaking the truth is now a constituent part.

of good character. My opponent cannot see

the force of these illustrations, and thinks that
temperance and speaking the truth are

“causes producing these effects.” . Now I had

as lief he would say that these are “ causes,”

as conditions ; for I use the word “condition”

precisely in the sense of moral cause in these
cdses. But the point he overlooks is this:
when these causes have produced their effeets,
they do not cease, but remain as constituent
parts ef health and good character, as truly
as repentance and faith remain constituent
parts of salvation. We may consider the
point of conditions, therefore, as fully gained,
my opponent himself being judge. And with
these remarks I am willing to submit the
question to-the decision of the audience.

In speaking of the atonement, my oppo-
nent represents that important doctrine as
“God’s making satisfaction to himself, to
render him placable, amd to enable him to
- show merey to the transgressors of his law.” -
I cannot thank him for thus stating my senti- .
ments ; and if they form an insuperable diffi-
culty in his way, he surely ought not to
misrepresent them in order to refute.them.
And I have theé stronger ground of complaint
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because this representation has often -been
. made by his friends, and always denied by
the advocates for atonement, as he cannot but
know if he is a man of reading. I might here
dismiss this article, and leave my opponent
to extricate himself from a difficulty of his
ewn creating; but as the edification of othersis
concerned, I submit the following remarks:—
1. The advocates for the doctrine of atone-
ment never held that ene and the same per-
son made and received satisfaction; but that
one person made satisfaction to another, or
that Christ made satisfaction to God as law-
giver and judge of mankind. Should it be
objected “that the distjnction of persons in
the Godhead does net remove the difficulty,
because there is but one God,” we answer:
The unity of the Godhead does not destroy
the distinction of persons, but leaves that
distinction as real, as the distinction between
-Peter and John, though not in the same sense.
Nor is there any absurdity in saying there
are three persons in the Godhead, while we
admit there is but one God. This is not say-
ing, as the enemies of the doctrine represent,
* that-three are one, and one three; but it is
simply saying that three persons are one God.
And though there is nothing among men that
will explain this Divine mystery, yet we can
see no more absurdity or contradiction in if,
than in saying that two, three, or more persons
form one associate body. And while we hold
the. doctrine of the trinity Scripturally, we



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 177

shall have no great difficulty in maintain-
ing the doctrine of atonement on the same
ground. .

2. It was never supposed by the friends of
this doctrine, that the atonement rendered
God placable, or merciful toward sinners;
but, on the contrary, that the atonement was
the strongest expression of the mercy of God
that he could have given«to a sinful world.
“ God so loved the world that he gave his
only-begotten Son,” &c. -But though the
atonement was not made to render God mer-
ciful, yet it was made that he might exercise
mercy consistently with justice, * That he
might be just, and the justifier of him which
believeth in Jesus,” says the apostle.  If,
therefore, the enemies of this doctrine wish to
oppose it, let them oppose it, and not fight a
man of straw ; which will benefit their own
cause as little as it will injure ours.

To relieve the. casesof those who continue
in sin to their last moment in this world, and
then die 'in a fit of intoxication, or by their
own hands, my opponent labours to make it
appear that there is little difference between
these and the very best of men. For this pur-
pose he quotes the words of St. Paul,in Rom.
iti, 10-12, and applies them to the Christian,
to show that none are perfeetly holy in this
tife: and then infers that if God saves such
in the article of death, he will also save the
self murderer, and him who dies while intoxi-
cated: Surely he must have had a hard task

. 2 -
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when reduced to the necessity of contradicting
both himself and the word of God.

First, . He contradicts himself most ex-

licitly. When contending against conditions
' Ee instituted the inquiry, “ What is salva-
tion,”-~that salvation which is by repentance
and faith? And he tells us it is salvation from
sin, yea, not only from sins committed, but
“from evil propensities, and from sinning in
Suture? Here he advances the doctrine of
holiness quite up to the point of perfection.
But when he undertakes the task, and a hard
task it is, of getting him who dies while he is
drunk info heaven, he finds it expedient to do
away the difference of character between the
drunkard and the best Christian, and to place
their salvation on the same footing. And
this can be done only by denying that the
latter is saved from sin in this life. But,

Secondly, If the absurdities of Universalism
had not become familiar to us, I might say it
is surprising that my opponent should use the
words of the apostle to help himself out of &
self-oreated difficulty. St. Paul, in Rom. iii,
1012, as the context most clearly shews, is
proving that the natural state of both Jews
and Gentiles is sinful, and that all mankind
equally need a Saviour. But will the argu-
ment that proves we all need a Saviour to
deliver us from sin, prove, at the same time,
" that none are delivered from sin by the
8aviour? If not, my opponent’s argument is
a mere sophism, and there is no evidence that
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the drunkard shall inherit the kingdom of God,
but the direct contrary.

And whatever imperfection may attach to
the best of men in this world, there is surely
a vast difference between him who feare
God, and him who feareth him not;—between
him who repenteth, and him who repenteth
not;—betwéen him who believeth in Christ,
and him who doth not believe:—in a word,
there is a great difference between him who
performs the conditions of salvation, and

-enters into covenant with God, and him who

does not. The one is a child of God and an
heir of heaven; the other a child of wrath

-and an heir of hell. .

———

Lectore IIL—Future Punishment.

#Who shall be punished with everlasting de-tructxon
from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of
his power,” 2 Thess, i, 9.

Havine laid before you in the two former

-lectures the evidence of a future judgment,

and the conditionality of salvation, from both
which we infer, with the utmost certainty, the
doctrine of future punishnient; I come in this
third lecture to submit some of the more direct
evidences of that doctrine; after which I will
answer an objection.

1. That we have ample evidence from the
Bcriptures of future punishment, may be seen
from the proofs which follow, I begin thh
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thosc passages of Scripture which teach that
the “hypocrite’s hope shall perish,” that his
“hope shall be cut off,” and that his ¢ trust
shall be a spider’s web,” Job viii, 13, 14. Tt
will be said that the hope here spoken of re-
lates to prosperity in this kife. If I should
grant this it would make nothing against my
argument ; for then it would be a general rule
applied to a particular case, which is often
done. But it will not apply generally to’'the
hopes of hypocrites and wicked people in this
life ; because they as often prosper, as they
have their hopes cut oft in this world, But
in its proper and universal application it re-
lates to future happiness. ~ All men, however
wicked, hope to be happy after death. But
we are told their “ hope shall be cut off, and
their trust shall be a spider’s web.” And we
are just as sure that this is the true application
of the' passage, as we are that the threatenings
of God’s word are true. For if the wicked
and the hypocrite hope for heaven when they
. come to die, and the word of God says, “ Ex-

cept ye repent ye shall perish,”—“ He that
believeth not shall be damned,” it is undeni-
ably true that their “hope shall be cut off.”
Of this number I fear are many of those who,
while living without repentance, trust in the
doctrine of universal salvation, and on- that
doctrire build their hope of heaven. I fear
the same for many of my own, and every
other denomination, that they are trusting in
something beside Christ, and therefore I urge
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repentance and holiness upon all, because,
without holiness no man shall see the Lord.
Many will say unto Christ, even in * that day,”
— Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in
thy name,” &c., but he will say unto them,
though their hape ‘be strong, “I never knew
you,” I never approved of you; “depart from
me, ye that work iniquity,” Matt. vii, 22, 23.
To the same purpose is the application of our
Lord’s sermon on the mount, recorded verses,
24-27 of this chapter: “ And every one that
heareth these sayings of mine, and doeth them
not, shall be likened uhto a foolish man that
built his house, (his hope,) upon the sand:
and the rain descended, and the floods came,
and the winds blew, and beat upon that house,
(that hope,) and it fell, (it was cut off)) and

reat was the fall of it.” From which we in-
er the future punishment of these foolish
builders. A . ,_

2. God allows sinnera a space to repent,
and affords them a system of means and
helps to enable them to work out their salva-
tion ; he admonishes them that their oppor-
tunities apd privileges will .not always last,
and that when they end; their condition be-
comes hapless. “The night cometh when
no man can work,” John ix, 4. “ Seek ye the
Lord while he may be found, call ye upon him
while he is near. Let the wicked forsake his
way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts:
let him return unto the Lord, and he will have
mercy upon him; and to our God, for he will




182 _ DISCUSSION ON .

abundantly pardon,” Isa. lv, 6, 7. Here it is
intimated that God will not always wait to be
gracious, that he will not always be found.
And agreeably to this he says, “Because-I
have called, and ye refused; I havestretched
out -my hand, and no man regarded; but ye
have set at nought all my counsel, and would
none of my reproof; I also will laugh at your
calamity ; I will mock when your fear com-
eth, &c. Then shall they call upon me, but
I will not answer: they s{nall seek me early,
but they shall not find me,” Prov. i, 24-28.
“Turn ye, turn ye, for why will ye die,O
house of Israel? Ezek, xxxiii, 11. Once
more: “Exhort one another daily, while it-is’
called to-day: ‘lest any of you be hardened
through the deceitfulnéss of sin,” like the Is-
raelites in the wilderness; to whom God
“gware that they should not enter into his
rest,” the land of Canaah. “ Let us therefore
fear,” says the apostle, “lest a promise being
left us of entering into his rest,” the heavenly
Canaan, “any of you should seem to come
short of it,” Heb. iii, 13, and iv, 1. Those who
wilfully go on, -hardening themselves in sin,
are in danger of being ¢ given over” by God
‘“to a reprobate mind,” Rom. i, 28, and then
he will “send them strong delusion, that they
should believe a lie, that they all might be
damned who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness,” 2 Thess. ii, 11,
12. From these passages we learn, 1. That
God will finally “ give over,” leave to them-
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selves, abandon, the incorrigible sinner ; and
2. That then their case becomes hopeless, and
their damnation sure. . .

3. The future punishment of the wicked is
clearly inferred from our Saviour’s words to
the Jews,—“ Ye shall die in your sins.”
Again:—*1 said, therefore, unto you, that ye
shall die in your sins; for if ye believe not
that I am he, ye shall die in your sins,” John
viii, 21, 24. The nation of the Jews did not
believe that he was the Messiah, and shortly
after these words were spoken to them, more
than a million of them were cut off in their
unbelief. The same may be said of thousands,
and fens of thousands, in every land where
the Gospel has been preached—they have
died in unbelief, and of course have died in
their sins, according to our Saviour's words.
But the-case of the Jews is sufficient for my
purpose, and concerning these there can be
o dispute—they did not believe in Christ—

they “died in their sins,” Let it not be said

that they were saved from their sins in the
article of death. To die in sin, and to be
saved from sin, are phrases of different im-
port; and he who says they were saved from
their.sins in the article of death, contradicts
our Lord, who says that the unbeliever shall
die in his sins.. Beside, our Lord evidently
intended these words, “If.ye believe not that
I am he, ye shall die in your sins,” as an ad-
monition to the Jews. But if you say they
were saved from their sins in death, you do
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away all the admonition, and give to his words
the character and the effect of a promise,—
“ If ye believe not that I.am he, ye shall be
saved from your sins i death.,” Thus says
Universalism. We however choose to believe
our Lord, and that the words; “ Ye shall die
in your sins,” exclude the possibility of repent-
ance, of faith, of parden, of regeneration in
death; and of coursé they pass out of this
.world into the next, without any change, and
with all their sins upon them. 1If this does
net imply future punishment, I know not what
does. :
4. The Scriptures inform us of the enemies
of the cross of Christ, that their “ endis de-
struction,” that they “bring upon themselves
swift destruction,” and that ¢ they shall utter-
ly perish in their own corruption,” Phil. iii:
19; 2 Pet. ii, 1-12. I cannot see how it is
possible to reconcile Universalism with these
testimonjes. That doctrine teaches that what-
ever may be the condition of the ungodly in
this world, they shall in .the end be saved.
But the word of inspiration tells us that their
‘“ end ts destruction ;” that they “shall utterly
perish in their own corruption.” If this testi-
mony be true, that doctrine is false ; becausé
nothing can come after the end, and those who
utterly, i. e. wholly perish, cannot be saved.
Let it be observed, however, that to be de-
stroyed, and to perish, is not to be annihilated,
but te be punished. .

8. St. Jude leaves an explicit testimony to
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the doctrine of future punishment. Speaking
of Sodom and Gomorrah and the cities about
them, he says, “ They are set forth for an
example, suffering the vengeance of eternal
fire,” verse 7. On this passage we may re-
mark, 1. That itdoes not.speak of the punish-
ment of those ancient sinners as being passed,
but as still continuing, they are “ suffering ;”
and he assigns a reason.for it, viz., 2. “ They
are set forth for an-example.” 3. This ex-
ample could not be in the literal destruction
of those cities, for we know not that they have
been an example in this sense. It must there-
fore be in their * suffering. the vengeance of
eternal fire,” 4. He that denies this, makes
that no example, which God “ hath set forth
for an example” unto all that should ufter
live ungodly. '

6. The ar?nnent for future punishment is
equally conclusive, if not as explicit, from all
those individuals, cities, and natiens, which
have been destroyed by the judgments of
God. Whatis there in these cases toinduce
the belief that the progress-of these was to-
ward a state of consammate felicity? Does
not every thing induce the contrary belief ?
They advanced in 'wickedness till their iniqui-
ty was full. 8o far from diminishing their
liability to punishment, they were constantly
increasing it. The. anger of Heaven was re-
vealed against them, and the tokens of his
wrath were-mare and more visible. At length
they were taken away by his judgments; and
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is it now a natural inference that their pun-

_ishment ceased, and they were made holy

and happy the moment they left this world 2

But what says the word of God in these cases?

It says they were destroyed, that they were

taken away in his wrath, that his fury was

poured out upon them. And are we notwith-
standing to suppose that his wrath has ac-

complished the work of mercy, because these

sinners. were too wicked to live upon earth,

and made them holy and taken them to hea- -
ven as the reward of their iniquity ? .

7. The Scriptures assert everlasting punish-
ment— cternal damnation,”— eternal judg-
ment,’—* the vengeance of eternal fire, where
“ the smoke of their torment ascendeth up for
ever and ever.” See Matt. xxv, 46; Mark iii,
29, compared with Matt. xii, 31, 32 ; Heb. vi,
2; Jude, verse 7; Rev. xiv, 11, and xx, 10.
Although the presentdiscussion more properly
relates to the simple existence of future punish-
ment, than to the duration of it, yet those pas-
sages which assertit to be eternal, everlasting,
&c., are undeniable proofs of my doctrine. - I
shall not now urge, as I might do, that the
same words, which in the abqve passages are
applied to the punishment of the wicked, are the
strongest we have to express the eternal exist-
ence of ‘God, and the endless felicity of the
saints, and therefore ought to be taken in their
most literal and obvious nreaning ; but for the
sake of the argument, I will allow what the
Universalists have always contended for,



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 187

nramely, that these words signify an age, or pe-
riod of duration. And then it will be impossible
to save the doctrine of universal salvation; for
. according to this interpretation of the words,
the wicked shall suffer an age of punishment.
Now this age of punishment must be either in
this world, or in the futare state. * If the ques-
tion related to-the first sin, or sins, committed
by .man, it would probably be said that he has
an age before him in this werld, in which to
suffer the punishment of his sins. But what
can be said when the question relates to the
last sin committed by man, and that the sin
by which he passes beyond the boundaries of
time into eternity? Those who commit sui-
.cide shall again instruct us in those great con-
cerns of our souls. Here is a class of human
beings who commit one of the greatest crimes,
and yet do not remain a moment in the world
to suffer for it. Now, says Universalism,
* every man shall suffer according to his sins.
Surely then, those. who destroy their own
lives must suffer in the future state, seeing
they do not remain -a moment ‘after their
crime to suffer in this. And thisis according
to the Bible. : . :

8. The Scriptures abundantly express the
same seniiment negatively: “He that blas-
phemeth against the Holy Ghost hath never
forgiveness,” and of course hath never salva-
tion, seeing there can be no salvation without
forgiveness, Mark iii, 29. When our Saviour
represents -the blessings of the Gospel by a
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marriage feast, he says of those who refused
to come when they were bidden, “I say unto
you, that none of those men which were bidden
shall taste of my supper,” Luke xiv, 24. How
then can they be saved ? - Once more: ¢ He
that believeth not the Son, -skall not see life ;
but the wrath of God abideth on him,” John
ili, 36. Here one verb is in the present time,
believeth not; and the othey is in the future,
_ shallnot see life ; and the plain meaning of the
passage is, he that believeth not now, while he
lives, and has the means of grace, shall not,
after that period, see life.’ S
But what need is there of multiplying par-
ticular proofs, when the same thing may be
abundantly proved another way. The genius
of religion, the scope of the Scriptures, and
the economy of Providence, all point to the
future state as the proper time and place. for
rewards and punishments. Religion is the
first duty, and should be the great business of
the life of man. The righteous man walks
by faith in things unseen, and supports himself
on a hope of future happiness while passing
through the afflictions of this life. Ged is holy,
and requires holiness of his rational creatures.
8in has done infinite mischief in the world, and
is infinitely hateful to the holy God. He has
every where in his word set his face against it,
and denounced the heaviest woes against
transgressors. He does not however, execute
sentence against them speedily ; but because
he is merciful as well as holy, he gives them
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. a space to repent, and even waits long to be
gracious. He threatens, he admonishes, he
entreats : he uses with them a course of mer-
cies and correction ;~~mercies, that they may
have a motive to seek his face ;—corrections,
that they may fear thé. heavier penalties of
his law. While dealing thus with his crea-
tures, he does not make all that distinction-be-
tween him that feareth him, and him that fear~
eth him not, which he designs ultimately to
- make, and which the promises and threaten-
ings of his word require. The dispensations of
his providence are generally the same with
respect to both- the rightéous and the wicked.
Neither the happiness of the one, nor the pun-
ishment of the other, is what we might ex-
pect from the hand of the infinite Ruler of
the universe. - Neither the promises to the
one, nor the thraatenings to the other, appear
to be fully accomplished in this life. The
result of the whole is, that there will be anoth-
eer state, a state of exact retribution, where he
will rénder to all according to their deeds.
These great principles areé every where spread
before -our eyes, and proposed to the under-
derstanding of all men. - They have been
the support and comfort of the afflicted right-
eous in every age, and have been urged, and
that with the greatest success, against those
who have'denied revelation and the providence
of God. While infidels have contended that
the world is governed by chance, and have
urged that all ¢ things come alike to all men”
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in this world, the fathers and doctors of the
Church have admitted the conclusion as a
general thing, but denied the premises, and
have maintained the cause of God, by contend-
ing that the appearances of chance in the dis-
pensations of Providence to men in this world
were sure indications of a future retribution.
But now we have a new species of infidelity
sprung up in the Church, a species of infidelity
more absurd than the old, since it affirms that
there is an exact retribution both of rewards
and punishments in this life; and that with the
evidence of Divine revelation, the observation
of all mankind, and the testimony of our senses
against it. But since it is so, we will hear the
objection to this dactrine, and by the grace of
God we will answer it, :

Obj. “The manifest tendency of virtue is to
make mankind happy in this world, while the
tendency of vice is to make them miserable,
To this agree the Scriptures, which testify that
¢ The way of the transgressor is hard,’ while
¢ wisdom’s ways are ways of pleasantness, and
all her paths are peace.’ It is, therefore, both
reasonable and Scriptural to conclude that re-
wards.and punishments have respect to this
life .only.” . ’

To this we answer : It was never denied by
any who held future punishment, that the ten-
dency of wice is to make mankind miserable,
or the tendency of virtue to make them hap-
py; much less wasiteverdenied that “the way
of the transgressorishard,” Thesearegeneral
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"sentiments, admitted on all hands, and which
will be better understood in the progress of this
discussion. -

That we may arrive at the greatest certainty
on the main question, it may be proper to
make a few preliminary remarks :(— -

1. We mustdistinguish between sin, and the
punishment of sin. We are sometimes told
that “sin is its own punishment.” This sen-
timent is not correct. God and mankind uni-
versally reject it. Every parent who punishes
his child for committing a fault, rejects it.
Everymaster who punisheshisservant forany
sin, rejects it. Every magistrate who awards
the sentence of the law to a transgressor,
rejects it. And God bimself, as often as he
punishes the transgressors of his law, rejects
it; because he thereby makes a distinction
between transgression and the punishment
of transgression. But if -the sentiment be
correct, all punishment, human and Divine,
‘must be wrong. -

2. We must distinguish between the mere
natursl effect of sin, and its punishment. Po-
verty and want may be the effects of idleness
and intemperance, but they are not the punish-
ments of those vices. Punishment is the re-
sult of legal process,—follows upon conviction
by evidence,—is awarded by the sentence of
the law, and executed by legal authority. This
reasoning applies to punishments under the Di-
vine government, as well as to those under hu-
man governments, Thus in the case of Pha-
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raoh, the effect of his refusing to obey the voice
of the Lord was the increased obduracy of his
heart; but this was not his punishment. The
same may be said of the Jews ; they rejected
Christ the light, and greater darkness came
upon them. This was the effect but not the
punishment of their sins. o .
3. Wemustdistinguish between disciplinary.
punishment, and capital punishment. This
distinction exists as well under the Divine go-
vernment, as under human governments. Dis-
ciplinary punishmentin all cases differs from
capital punishment, in that it is less than the
transgressor’s deserts, is inflicted with mercy
on the part of the government, and with a view
to tlie reformation of the offender : bat capital
punishment is- the whole sentence of the law,
according to the desert of the transgressor, and
is inflicted on the part of the government with
aview to maintain just authority,and to protect
the rights and liberties of community.
When, for petty larceny, a person is whipped,
or sent to the house of correction, it is disci-
plinary punishment, and may reform the offen-
der; but when for treason, or murder, a person
js hung, it is capital punishment, because the
life, of the transgressor is taken. In this case
the reformation of the offender is not the ob-
ject, as it would be most absurd to say a man
is hung for his good.

The same may be observed of the Divine
government in this world. Here a great va-
riety of disciplinary punishments are nsed
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both with the xigbw)us and the wicked: these
are designed to bring the Jatter to repentance -
and to God; and with respect to the former, .

- to preserve them in the .way of duty, a
make them more -fruitful jn righteousness,
While administering this discipline, God ap-
pears as a father correcting his children for
their good, mingling the assurances of his love
with every stroke, and showing himself ready
to forgive their iniquities whenever they sub-
mit ; but threatening heavier punishments if
these prove ineffectual. That these chastise-
ments are also called punishments in. the
Scriptures, we do not deny; byt that they are
different, both in the mnd design of
them from cafzital punis| , or punish-
ments, properly sa called, we affirm. - Even
in thig world, whep his creatures have proved
incorrigible, God hgs made this difference in
the charasfer of his punishments. When he
destroyed the antediluviams, Pharaoh and
his host, the inhabitants of Sodom, &¢., he did
not inflict 3 disciplinpry pusjshment, that is,
a punishment designed for their good; for he
took them away in his wrath from the place
of repentance, and from the means of refor-
mation. It would be the most palpable ab-
surdity imaginable, to say that the greatest
punishments under the Divine law are disci-
plinary, and inflicted for the good of those
who suffer them, Bu according.te Univer- .

salism, the wicked are damyed fof their good! . .

—sentenced to the pl,;.r?:ishmqnt prepared for-
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the devil and his angels to reform them —
banished from the presence of the Lord, and
from the glory of his power, to prepare them
to enjoy his favour, and to dwell in his king-
dom for ever !-—cast into outer darkness to

‘illuminate them !~—have their hope cut off—

are sentenced to dwell in despair, where there

18 weeping, wailing, and gnashing of teeth, to

recover faith, hope, and charity !—suffer a

punishment much sorer than that of death
without mercy, in a state of wrath without
mizture, in order to their sanctification and
glorifieation :—and all this, it would seem, on
the principles of Universalism, after Gospel
means, the mercy and the grace of God, have
been exerted upon them in vain! - And let it
not be said that I herein misrepresent that
doctrine: for the word of God informs us that

the incorrigible sinner is doomed to such a

. state, and to suffer such things; while the Uni-
versalists tell us thadt all punishment is design-

_ed to promote reformation, = *

. 4. We must distinguish between sins that
are pardoned, and Sins that are not pardoned.
1t is the latter only that shall be punished as

they desérve. The children of God, though

pardoned, are the subjects of disciplinary pu-
nishment still in this world. It is necessary
for them, and therefore provided for in the
covenant of promise. But this is not punish-
ing them according to their sins. Sins not
pardoned shall he punished according to their
desert; but thisisneverdone in the present life,
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5. We must distinguish between human law
and Divine law. Human law is always.im-

_perfect and weak ; and while it takes no cog-
-pvizance of the greater number of sins, it

never looks to the whole desert of those of
which it takes cognizance. Human law takes
no cognizance of motives and designs farther

.than they are developed in the actions of man;*

and evien here it has not the power to inflict
the whole deserved punishment. He that kills
a man must die for it. And though he kill a
thousand men, he can die but once. Here is
then, in this case, no proportion between his
guilt and his punishment. This shows that
the Divine law takes cognizance of the same
actions which have been punished by human
law, and carries the degree of punishment to
the degree of guilt. And no doubt this is the
fact in all cases. Human law never awards
the whole. punishment-due to sin. It cannot.
But the Divine law will do this. The Divine
lawis a discerner of the thoughts, intents, and
dispositions of the heart, which involve the
principles of action, and is the rule by which
the secrets of men shall be judged in that day.
And who can determine the degree of turpi-
tude and criminality here? None but the

Divine Lawgiver and Judge. Man’s thoughts

and secret designs will be found unspeakably
more criminal when judged by the Divine law,
than his worst actions are when judged by the
most rigid human law. Human law extends
not to our piety or impiety ; but the Divine
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law requires the entjre devotion of our hearts,
and that we “love the Lord our God with all
the heart, soul, mind, and strength.” And to
see the importance of love to God, and the
criminality of withholding it, we may observe
that it is this which gives character and ac-
ceptability to all our moral and social virtues.
‘Without this they are all chaff. Who then
can determine the criminality of those dispo-
sitions expressed by the terms unbelief, and
hardness of heart! I confess that I am lost
in the contemplationr of this subject, and am
no move able to comprehend it than I am able
to comprehend the immensity of the Divine
being. - And shall man; weak, guilty man,

* whose depravity is evinced by a criminal

partiality to himself ; whose ¢arnal mind is
enmity against God ; whose understanding is
darkened, and who errs continually in the
most common concerns . of ‘life—shall this
man invade the judgment seat of Christ, and
decide on the degree of his own c'riminalitg,
and the extent of his own deserved punish-
ment? What would you say of a traitor to
his country who should attempt to do this?
Would you say that he is a suitable person to
decide on the degree of his own criminality,
and the extent of his own punishment?—Yet
the absurdity in this case bears no proportion
to the absurdity and danger of attempting it
in the other:

I now come to the objection, and will en-
deavour.to show, by Scriptural and rational
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arguments that sin is not punished in this life
to the extent of its desert. If I.prove this,
Universalism falls to the ground. And here
it may be observed that if sin is punished to
the extent of -its desert in this life, it must be

" either in the outward trials and afflictions of

the sinner, in pain and distress of body, or in.

anguish and remorse of conscience, or in all
these. I begin with the first of these and ask,
_1. Does the punishment of the wicked in this
life consist of the outward trials and afflictions
they suffer? )
That the wicked have a portion of the trials
and afilictions of this life will not be denied ;
but if the whole punishment of sin consist in

these, we may expect to see an exact propor- -

tion, as far as we can judge, between the
degree of criminality, and the trials and afflic-
tions suffered: that is, the more guilty will
have more trials and afflictions; the less
guilty will have fewer, and the holy will have
scarcely any at all. .But is this the fact?
Will either the word of God or our own ob-
servation allow us to say this? So far from
it, that many. of the wicked have fewer trials
and afflictions than many of the righteous:
Job says, “ Wherefore do the wicked live,
become old, yea are mighty in power ? Their
seed is established in their sight with them,
and their offspring before their eyes. Their
houses are safe from fear, neither is the rod
of God upon them,” Job xxi, 7, 8, 9. Our
objectors have- placed themselves in the situa-



| -

198 DISCUHSION ON

tion ‘of Job’s friends, who thought that God
deals with men in this life according to their
moral characters, and therefore inferred that
Job was a wicked man because he suffered
so much; but Job had other views of -this
snbject, as we have seen above; and tells
them that the “ rod of God is not on the wick-
ed,” while it rests heavily upon the righteous.
Jeremiah says, “ Wherefore-doth the way of
the wicked prosper? wherefore are ‘all they
happy that deal .very treacherously?” Jer.
il ;

Solomon’s observation is, that God deals
in the same manmer with the righteous and
the wicked in this life. " There be just-men,”
says he, “to whom it happeneth according
to the work of the wicked: again, there be
wicked men to whom it happeneth according
to the work of the righteous,” Eccles. viii, 14.
“All things come alike to all: there is one
event to the righteous, and to the wicked ; to
the good, and to the clean, and to the unclean,”
&c., Eccles. ix, 2. This cannot mean that .
God rewards the righteous and the wicked in
this life dccording to their works.

The psalmist is very explicit on this subjecti
and says, “I was envious at the foolish when
saw the prosperity of the wicked. Forthere
are no bands in their death, but their strength
is irm. They are notin trouble as other men
(the righteous ;) neither are they plagued like
othermen, &c. Behold, these are the ungodly
who prosper in the world; they increase in
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riches. Verily I have cleansed my heart in
vain, and washed my hands in innocency. For
all the day long have I been'plagued, and chas-
tened every morning, &c. . When I thought te
know this it was too painful for me ; until I
went into the sanctuary of God: then under-
stood I their end. Surely thon didst set them
in slippery places ; thou castedst them down
into destruction as in 2 moment,” &c., Psa,

! Ixxiii. . :

g On these words of the psalmist we may ob-
serve, 1. That there was a time when he was
not clear in the doctrine of Divine Providence,
and favoured too much the views of our oppo-
nents ; for when he saw the “prosperity of the
wicked,” in which he was not deceived, he was
ready to say, “Verily I have cleansed my
heart in vain,” asit respects any advantage to
be enjoyed above them in thislife. Atthattime
¢ his steps, his faith in the providence of God,
had well nigh slipped.” "2. By going to the
“sanctuary,” where the reading of the law in-
structed him in the character of the pravidence
of God toward men in this life, he saw that
the prosperity of the wicked in' this world was
not to be envied,—that it was only a “slipping
place,” from which, at the # end” of life, they
should be precipitated into “destruction and
desolation_as in a moment.” 3. That upon
receiving this accession of light, he became
perfectly satisfied with the inequality between
the righteous and the wicked in this world, and
made this reflection upon himself in reference
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to his former views,—“8o foolish was I, and
ignorant, I was as a beast before thee

The case of the rich man in the Gospel will
fully illustrate the subject of the above psalm.
He “prospered in the world.” He “ clothed
himself in purple and fine linen, and fared
samptuously every:day.” He ‘“was not in
trouble” like Lazarus, nor was he “ plagued”
like many of the righteous, neither had he
“any bands in his death.” But how was he
“brought into destruction and desolation as
in a moment!"—* He died, and in hell he
lifted up his eyes, being in torment.” The
words of Abraham to this rich man will con-
firm this article,—*8on, remember that thou,
in thy life timé, receivedst thy good things,
and likewise Lazarus evil things: but,” &ec.

. We read of another prosperous sinner, who,
in the midst of his increasing abundanee, said,
—“J will pull down my barns and build
greater; and then will I say unto my soul,
Soul, take thine ease, eat, drink, andbe merry:
but God said unto him, ¢ Thou fool ! this night
thy soul shall be required of thee I »

These testimonies are abundantly sufficient
to show, what indeed our own observation
teachés us, that the wicked do not receive their
whole deserved punishment in the afflictions of
this life, seeing that in many instances the
righteous suffer more than they. Let us in-

uire,

1 2. Whether the wicked receive their whole
punishment in the pains and afflictions of body
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they sufferin this world? And here it may be
admitted that they suffer great afflictions of
body, and that they die; but as I have not
yet heard it seid, even by the Universalists
themselves, that the wicked suffer more in these
vespects thar the righteous do, I will not dwell
upon this article. It is nothing to the point if
it be said that some wicked people suffer more
than some righteous ; because it may be said
on the other hand that some righteous people
suffer more than some wicked. To prove &ié
point the Universalists must make it appear -
that the wicked suffer as much more than the
righteous, as they are more guilty, and that
every man suffers in exact propertion to his
guilt. Till this' is done nothing is done.

3. But may not the wicked receive their full
desert of punishment in the anguish and re-
morse of conscience they suffer in this life ?
80 Universalism teaches; and when driven
from every other refuge it flies to this as its
lastresort. Letusthen proceed carefully,and
examine this ground inch by inch.

First, then, we acknowledge that some
wicked men suffer much remorse of con-
science; but this is an effect of their guilt, and
in no instance does it amount to their whole
deserved punishment. If men received the
punishment of their sins in remorse of con-
science, we should expect to see continuance
and progress in sin every where marked with
continued andincreased anguish and remorse;
whereas the reverse of this is found to be the
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fact. The observation of every person who
is acquainted with the drunkard and the de-
bauchee; who has visited our work houses,
jails, and penitentiaries, must convince him -
that the lashes and stings of conscience are
not increased, but diminished by progress in
vice, till finally they amount to nothing.
And here comes in the testimony of the Holy
Scriptures to confirm this awful truth: ¢ Now
the Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the lat-
ter times some shall depart from the faith,
giving heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of
devils: speaking lies in hypocrisy ; having
~ their conscience seared with a hot iron,” 1
Tim. iv, 2. Again: “ Having the understand-
ing darkened, being alienated from the life of
God through the ignorance that is in them, be-
cause of the blindness of their heart: who,
being past feeling, have given themselves over
unto lasciviousness, to work all uncleanness
with greediness,” Eph. vi, 18,.19. That pro-
gress in sin is marked with an increase of
darkness and obduracy of mind, may be seen
from Rom. chap. i, particularly from the 28th
verse: “And even, as they did not like to
retain God in their knowledge, God gave them
over to a reprobate mind, to do those things
which are notconvenient.” Again, in 2 Thess.
ii, 10-12, the same apostle, speaking of them
that “receiyed not the love of the truth, that
they might be saved,” says, “ For this cause
God shall send them strong delusion, that they
should believe # lie; that they all might be
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damned who believed not the truth, but had
pleasure in unrighteousness.” -

Here you may observeis'a state of depra«
vity and wickedness in which men suffer no-
thing from remorse of conscience; because
their conscjences, through an excess of wick-
edness, have become like .cauterized flesh,
seared with a: hot iron, and past feeling. In
the progress of vice the remonstrances and
renforse of. conscience do not become more
and more powerful, as the objection requires,
but on the contrary, weaker, and less efficient.
This shows, not that this kind of punishment is
proportioned to the degree of guilt contracted,
but the contrary, and that at the point where
vice reaches its greatest obduracy, conscience
ceases its functions. The tendency of vice to
this end has been seen and lamented by the
pious in every age, and it is confidently be-
lieved, would have been seen and acknow-
ledged by all, had it not been that the love of
system had obscured the “ vignal ray.”

Youmay observe farther that these unhappy
creatures are “ given over” by God, that is,
abandoned, left to themselves, to work all.un-
cleanness with greediness. - "In this sense God
is said to harden the incorrigible sinner, net
efficiently, but judicially. In this sense Pha-
raoh’s heart was hardened, and he devoted
to inevitable destruction. In thissense too the
Jews wereblinded, and given-up to the sword,
and what is still more awful, to die in their
sins. * Blame not the bowels of the Deity"
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in-this case. The Baviour would. have ga-
thered the Jews as a hen gathereth her chick-
ens under ker wings, but they would not be
gathered by him—he pointed out their danger,
butthey refused tosee it—he admaonished them,
but they would not believe there was any dan-
ger—he wept over them, but they regarded it
not. And here you have an example of alt
those whose consciences are past feeling, and
who are given over to a reprobate mind. They
will neither see norbelieve there is any danger.
They cannot see the evidence of truth, nor feel
the force of argument, nor the guilt of sin.—
They mock at sin, laugh at gedliness, and trifle
with the awful realities of eternity. .

‘T have now gone through with the objection,
and proved,if I mistakenot, that the wicked do
not receive their punishment in this world.—
We have .examined every ‘possible way in
which they may be supposed to suffer it.
First, The trials and afflictions of this life. 'But
here we find that, in mnany instances, they are
not “ plagued and troubled like other men,”—
the “ rod of Godis not upon them,” but “ they
prosper.in the world” We have, secondly,
inquired whether they suffer the whole punish--
ment of their'sins in pain and distress of body ?
But here we find they suffer no more than the
righteous. And lastly, we have inquired whe-
ther they suffer the whole desert of punishment
in remorse-of conscience ? 'And here we find
a class of wicked people, of people the most
wicked, who suffer no remorse at all, because
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their consciences are seared with ahobiron,and
past feeling. The result of the whole is, that
the wicked do not receive their whole deserved
punishment in-this life, but that it awaits them
in the life to come. - ’ :
The dispute about future punishment is
now reduced to a narrow.compass. If my
opponent replies to my arguments, he has
got to prove, not that. wicked men sometimes
. suffer muchin this world,~for this we admit -
—but that all wicked people suffer the whole
punishment due to their transgressions in this
life: because, if there are any who do not
thus suffer; his system falls to the ground,
and Universalism is found to be a fearful de-
lusion. And I would press this point upon
him, because it is all-important to the cause
of truth. Should he attempt to satisfy himself,
or this audience, with barely proving that
“ wicked men suffer.and are punizhed in this
- life,” he will only show the weakness of his
cause ; because my.argument requires this,
and teaches that God uses a-disciplinary pun-
ishment with them to bring them to.repent-
. ance, and to fit them for heaven. 1f he would
support his own cause, he must do more than
this—he must show wherein my arguments
are weak, and wherein I misapply the Scrip-
tures; and he must show, not only that wick-
ed people suffer and are punished in this life,
but thatall the wicked suffer all that their sins
deserve; because,.if only one does aet so
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suffer, his doctrine is falsg, and universal sal-
vation is a lie. : C
. Let us suppose, then, as a-suitable case
_for him to try the strength of. his arguments
upon—Ilet us suppose that one of the despots
of our earth, to gratify his pride and ambition,
should place himseélf at the head of half a
million of men prepared for the work of de-
struction and death. He goes forth trampling
upon all laws human and Divine; he violates
treaties, disrégards justice, burnscities, ravages
kingdoms, while destruction and misery eve
where mark his way ;—he makes indiscrimi-
nate slaughter of mén, women, and children;

. —wantons in the miseries of his fellow crea-

tures ; sacrifices many ten thousands of his
own subjects, and makes widows and father-
less children” without number. . Finally, he
returns victorious, and leaves the kingdoms
he has subdued to his heirs. It cannot be
said that history furnisheés no example of this
kind. Now I care not whether it be said that
thistyrant, after all these crimes, passed the re-
mainder of his days in prosperity, and died in
obdurate tranquillity, which is by far the most
probable, or that he suffered in every possible
way to the end of his life ;~—I ask whether it
be possible for him to suffer in this life all
that his crimes deserve ?

The truth will appear in a still stronger
light by contrasting to the cendition-of the
prosperous wicked, the afflictions of many,
. very many of the holiest men that ever lived.
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. How many of these have been poor, despised,
oppressed, falsely accused, and treated as the
filth and offscouring of the world,—chastened
with strong pain, and plagued in various ways
through their whole lives! The Divine testi-

" mony is, that they had “trial of cruel mock-
ings and scourgings, of bonds and imprison-
‘ments ;" that " they were stoned, were sawn
asunder, were tempted, were slain with the
sword ;’ that “ they wandered about in sheep
skins, and goat skins, being destitute, afflicted,
tormented ;” yea, they have suffered the spoil-
ing of their goods,—been torn from their
families, immured in dark and loathsome pri-
sons, loaded with chains, fed on bread and
water, suffered anxiety and fear, and finally,
perhaps after many years of constant suffer-
ing and pain, have been tortured to death by
the most cruel methods the malice and inge-
nuity of their enemies could invent. Now,
one of two things- must be true, either that
these holy persons suffered more than they
deserved in justice,—which it would be impi-
ous to say—or that the prosperous wicked
receive less than their crimes deserve in this
life. My opponent may take his choice of
these consequences and either will ruin his

* scheme.

Nov. 28, 1827.
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- ANSWER V.
" Remarks on Mr. Paige’s Reply to Lecture 111.

¢ These shall go away into everlasting punjshment,”
Matt., xxv, 46, -

It is with some regret I find myself com-
pelled to remark on the productions of -8 new
and absent antagonist this evening; but the
course which my opponent has taken, has
made it indispensahle. Had he borrowed the
sentiments of his brother Whittemore, and
brought them here as his own, no exceptions
could have been taken, especially if he had
“ given him due credit;” and this be certainly
might have doné. In this case his reply might
have been in point ; whereas now he has re-
Eﬁed to some things not in my lecture, and

as passed over more that are in it. His
motive in introducing a third disputant I leave
for others to -decide ;—one. thing all must
agree in, that he ceuld not have brought in

r. Whittemore’s misnamed reply to Mr
Bcott, for the purpose of 8 pentinent reply to
my lecture, '

About two years since, the Rev. T. Whitte-
more, of Cambridge Port, challenged the Rev. °
O. Scott, of Charlestown, to a discussion upon
doctrinal points, and offered him ene page,
once in a month, in the Universalist Magazine,
for each of six pieces he should write, and the
choice of subjects was left wholly to Mr. Scott.
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Mr. 8. required some conditions, among which
one was, that he should be allowed two pages
in the l\iagazine for each of the six pieces.
About ten months afterward Mr. W. complied
with Mr. Scott’s conditions; but when he
found that Mr. 8. did not reply to him, but
pursued a forward course, he manifested a
great degree of disappointment, and some ir-
ritation of feeling, which thenceforward chang-
ed the spirit and character of the discussion.
Mr. Scott answered that he had fixed on five
or six subjects for so many communications,
and designed to reply in his last, if he found
it necessary to reply ;—that he was willing
the arguments on both sides should go to the
public without rejoinders ;—that he could not
go on with his eriginal design and reply in
only two pages, and to require it was like re-
quiring a man to run a race with his legs tied,
especially as he, Mr. W, had adopted the
etiy]ie' and mode of declamation, and every
where abounded in evasion, assumption, and .
illogical deduction; but if he would allow him
an equal privilege in the Magazine with him-
self, he would reply, and make good all his
assertions. This privilege, however, was
never granted; but Mr. W. continued his
complaints with increasing emphasis, till Mr.
8. in his fifth communication said to him, that

§f he would continue to allow him two pages
in the Magazine per month, he would review
him at length, otherwise he should go no far-
¢ber. - This proposal not being complied with,

14
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the correspondence ended, rather unpleasant-
ly on Mr. W.s part. And this is another
reason why I was unwilling his spirit, and
style, and mode of treating his subject and his
opponent should be brought into this discus-
sion, where our own way of managing is a
sufficient trial of our humility, meekness, and

- patience. I have reluctantly said thus much
on a disagreeable and delicate subject, because
I thought it my duty to myself and to the
audience, to assign the reasons for my ob-
jection to my opponent’s bringing in Mr. W,
as he did, ;

As my'oppenent, contrary to our mutual
understanding, has furnished me with nothing
in writing, and I have no guide but my éwn
memory and Mr. W.’s irrelevant remarks, te
be picked out here and there, I am apprehen-
sive that I may brin% in, or leave out of my
answer, things that I should not, had I the
assistance of a manuscript. 1 will do the
best I can, and leave the event to the candour
of the audience. I would only observe far-
1ther, that as my o%sonent has adopted the
sentiments of Mr, W, I shall consider them
as his own, and hold him alane answerable
for them.

That I may not trespass too far on the pa-
tience of the audience, I will be as brief as
possible, and confine myself to the principal
topics in the reply,

I will first notice his remarks on those pas-
sages which assert the future punishment to
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- be everlasting, eternal, §c. I produced these

passages in my lecture, not for the purpose
of proving endless punis,hment, (though I take
them in the endless sense,) but to show

what the Universalists have always contended'

for, that the words everlasting, eternal, §c.,
mean an “age,”-or “ages:of ages.” I apply
these words as the Scriptures do, to express
the duration of punishments under the Divine
law, and to show -the conclusiveness of the
argument: I apply them to the case of de-
liberate suicide. What does my opponent do
here? Why, first, he goes to work to show,
what my argument does not require, viz., that
these words do not mean endless punishment,
and he occupies between four and five squares
of a column to make this out. In the next
place he states the case of an insane person,
who, “by despair and excessive sorrow is
driven to the dreadful alternative of taking
his own life,” to show that he receives his
whole punishment in this world. In the third
place he tells us that, ¢ In cases of suicide,
the sin is in the intention to do the deed, the
execution of it may be the punishment.” And
here his argument closes. Now I desire to
ask my opponents a few questions for informa-
tion. And, first, where, in what books, in
what language, and in what nation, they
learned that the sin of sujcide is wholly “in
the intention to do the deed,” that is, that there
is no sin in the act of taking one’s own life,
but that the act is the “punishment” of the in-
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tention * And secondly, I would ask whether
they are quite certain that the act of taking
life is the “ punishment of the intention” in a
case of suicide, when they say it * may be the
punishment ;” and where, and what the punish-
ment shall be, if it should not happen to be,
as they say it may be? And, thirdly, I would
ask, for it appears to have escaped their
thoughts entirely, whether the. time occupied
.in “executing” the “intention,” when one
shoots himself through the head or the heart,
is the whole time expressed by -the words,
JSor ever, everlasting, eternal, §c. Is not this
one of the finest defences of Universalism
ever set up by two learned men!

As my opponent has several times asserted
his ability to make ft appear that the words
everlasting, eternal, §c., do not mean endless
duration, I may be thought wanting in atten-
tion to this subject if I pass it over in silence
and yet I can make but a few brief remarks
upon it in this place. I take these words in

# As my opponent has givan us the novel and ve
queer sentiment that ¢ the sin,” in a cass of suicide, ‘tis
in the intention to do the doed,” and that the *“act of
taking life is the punishment of that sin ;” and as in his
defence he quoted Matt. v, 98, « Whosoaver looketh on
@ woman,” &0, in proof of that sentiment  he is desired,
as there has been no small inquiry on that head since
the evening of his defenee, to iaform the public whether
the same distinction between the ¢ intention™ and the
#act” is to be made in a case of adultery, as in suicide ;
and if not he would do well to be very particalar in as.

signing his reasons for confining it to the latter
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the endless sense, for the following reasons

among others :—- . = .
Because this is the true sense of the Greek

word aion, from which they are derived. All

able critics, ancient and modern, give-the .

‘word this meaning acoording to its etymology,
ai, always, and on, existing, always existing ;
and thus the idea conveyed by it is endless
existence. -The same is to be observed of its
derivatives. The word aioniocs is applied to
God, Theos aivnios;-“the everlasting God.”
And this word Dr. Chauncey- tells us. “is
applied to the future state of the righteous
more than forty times in the New Testament.”
In all these places he admits that it means
endless duration, Universalist as he - was.
Why then should these words be taken in a
different sense when applied to the punishment
of the wicked?. o

In this application of -these words we are
sustained by an unerring rule of revelation,—
¢ The things which are seen are temporal, but
the things which are not seen are eternal,” 2
Cor. iv, 18. Here the word “eternal” must
have the endless sense, as it stands opposed to
the word “temporal.” And then the things
which are not seen, the things of the invisible,
spiritual world, as God, angels, saints, and
sinners when they enter that world, with the
happiness of the one class, and the misery of
the other, must be endless, because “the things
which are not seen are eternal.”

And here let me add the testimony of Dr,
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Huntingdon; of which I might say as David
did o: the sword of Goliath, * There is none
like it ;” for he was not only a man of learning,
but a Universalist, and wrote his bovk en-
titled ¢ Calvinism Improved,” to prove that
doctrine. His words are, “ Does the Bible
plainly say that sinners shall be damned to
interminable punishment? It certainly does;
as plainly as language can express, or any
man, or ‘even’ God himself can speak. It is
quite strange to me that some who believe
that all mankind shall in the end be saved,
will trifle as they do with a few words, and
most of all with the original werd, and its
derivatives, translated, for ever,” &c. We
never-denied that these words are sometimes
applied by way of accommodation, to tem-
poral things; but to us, as well as to Dr. H,,
it appears “ trifling,” when men have nothing
to urge against the proper application of these
words to the future state but their accommo-
dated application to the things of this world.
I quoted Jude, verse 7, in"my lecture, and
offered four reasons to show that the phrase,
¢ guffering the vengeance of eternal fire,” in
relation to Sodom and Gomorrah, &c., should
be taken as‘implying that they are still suffer-
ing. The reply touches only one of these
reasons, but accuses me of misquoting a pas-
sage in one of St. Peter’s epistles which I do
not quote at all; and _then to show that the
phrase, “suffering the vengeance of eternal
fire,” i3 limited to this world, tells us “the
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fire which St. Jude- speaks of he supposes to
be the fire by which Sodom- and Gomorrah
were destroyed, called eternal, aionios, on ac-
count of the great length of time it lasted ;”
and to support his supposition, gives another
supposition mentioned by “ Whitby,” that “this
fire lasted from Abraham’s time to the begin-
ning of the second century,” a period of about
two thousand ﬁyrears This was -a long time
for a literal fire to last; and reslly I ¢sup-
pose” there is no more foundation for this re--
port than there is for that of the ¢ apples of
Sodom,” or “the pillar of salt,” inta which
Lot’s wife was changed, as still remaining,
but which noboby can find: but there is an-
other report as credible as that mentioned by
‘Whitby, viz., that the land where those cities
stood was sunk, and that the Dead Sea océu-
- pies the same spot. And I should think, after
all the assurance manifested by my opponents,
it would not be a little mortifying to be
obliged to resort to supposition and such
legendary tales to support, the doctrine of
um'ﬁersal salvat’ion. s if ’ u th
opponent’s remarks, if suc ey may
be ct{lleg??xpon the passages which speak of
the unbeliever dying in his sins and the hypo-
crite’s hope being cut off, having little in them
beside words, and nothing like argument, [
pass over; but I stop a moment to notice
_those on the texts produced to show that the
# end” of the impenitent *is destruction,” that
they “bring upon themselves swift destruc-
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tion,” &c. He says, “I will-now point-out
the deficiency of your argument here: the
word end is used in the Scriptures with a great
variety of significations. 7'elos, rendered end,
is used to signify an event, consequence, fruit,
recompenase, a short sum, an impost or taxr,” &c.
He adds, “ Your sole dependence is placed on
the word end, as though it invariably signified
Jfinal destination, which is not true. How
quickly your proof melts away when brought
to the blaze of truth!® Let us look at thi
“blaze of truth.” Let it be observed that I
contend that end here means final destination,
while my opponent denies it, and gives us,
according to the Greek, six other significa-
tions of the word. Let us see how they will
apply to our subject: Take Phil. iii, 19, and
read, not whose end, i.e. final destruction, but
whose “ event” s destruction—whose “con-
sequence” is destruction—whose “fruit” is
destruction—whose “recompénse” is destruc-
tion—whose “short’ sum”, is destruction—
whose “impost or tax” is destruction. Now
you have all the significations my opponent
. has given of this Word, and you have ours,
and you may take your choice, with the
assistance of his “blaze of truth.”

The new recruit my opponent has brought
in from Cambridge %ort is a man full of
words, and has access to a college library, as

large and rich as any in the country. Let us .

hear him a little farther on this subject. He
says, “ Mr. Scott, do you' love to read the
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Bible? if you do, see Ezek. vi, a chapter se-
Jected out of many to which 1 might refer
you, in which you will find an end, the day
of trouble, fury, anger, destruction, alt come
upon men in this life.” Here I would ask,
‘becaunse the point was overlooked by my op-
ponent in my lecture, if “trouble, fury, anger,
and destruction” come upon incorrigible sin-
ners in this life, and the Scriptures tell us that
this is their end, whether there is another
end,—an end of joy, mercy, and salvation, after
their end, and if so, where it is to be found in
the Bible ? ‘ .
In my lecture I quoted several passages of
- Scripture tp show that “ God allows sinners
a space to repent,—affords them all necessary
means and helps, and admonishes them that
these opportunities and privileges will not al-
ways last, and that when they end, their con-
dition becomes hopeless:” In the reply my
opponent brings in, as though contained in my
lecture, a passage which .was not in it, and
makes it the only one on which he comments,
and leaves out an important passage that was
in_it, Prov. i, 24-28, where God says to the
wicked, “Because I have called and ye re-
fused, &c., I also will lan?h at your calamity,
&c. Then shall 'the{ call upon me, but I will -
not answer, they shall seek me early, but they
shall not find me.”—I say this passage was
unnoticed in the reply, and the argument on
all the other passages totally evaded, for
which, as well as for many other observations,
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he must thank his brother W. And here isa
good opportunity to give a specimen of his
general mode of reasoning. He says, “ You
quote thirdly Isa. lv, 6, ‘Seek ye the Lord
while he may be found, call ye upon him while
heis near’ What does Isaiah say here dbout
God’s accepted time, or the day of salvation?
Nothing. What does he say about the future
state? Nothing. Can we even prove from
the passage that he believed in any future
existence ? Certainly not. Reader, this is
Mr. Scott’s,” alias, Merritt’s, “ direct proof of
future punishment. I should think a man a
wizzard who could prove future punishment
by that which does not prove future exist-
ence. Let us drag on to the next passage,”
&c.' Now these are the words, and this the
method of the man who was brought here to
reply to m{ lecture; and youmay observe how
dexterously he has shifted to keep my argu-
ment out of sight. - My argument is built upon
the word while, twice usedin this text,— Seek
ye the Lord while he may be found, call ye
upon him while he is near,” and is expressed
in these words: “ Here it is intimated that
God will not always wait to be gracious, that
he will not always be found.” By keeping
my argument out of sight, by a palpable mis-
representation of it, he has left it whole and
entire ; but has he done me justice in misre-
presenting my argument ? Has he done him-
self justice as a public teacher of religion?
Has he done justice to the audience, who have

e ———
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a claim to the undisguised arguments of both
disputants? Above all, has he done justice to
the text, and to the cause of truth? The re-
marks onsomeother passages quoted in the first
part of my lecture I pass, as there is nothing
in them to invalidate my reasening and argu-
ments. But an argument for future punish-
ment which occurs in this part of the lecture, -
founded on the genius of religion, the s¢ope
of the Scriptures, and the providence of God ;
and which, it is believed, was entitled to se-
- rious consideration, my opponent has passed
without noticing. It will avail him nothing
to say that this, and other matter which he
has passed in the same way, was not in Scott’s
Letters, and therefore the reply did not reach
it. Why then did he bring in that reply as
an answer to my letcure ? He had my
lectuire before he made his rele‘; and surely
he was not bound to confine himself to the
matter 1 had borrowed from Scott, but might
have replied to my new matter. But I see
his difficulty: had he acknowledged new
matter in my lecture, the audience would have
seen that Whittemore’s reply to Scott could
not be a reply to me.

In coming to the second part of my lecture,
the first thing I shall notice is the charge that
I take away the doctrine of future punishment
“ entirely from Scriptural ground.” This was
Mr. W.)s remark upon the first part-of Mr.
8.’s letter, before he eame to his direct Serip- ™
ture proofs ; but in my lectare I have changed * -



220 PISCUSSION ON

the order, and placed the Scripture proofs
first : this. renders the remark perfectly nu-
gatory, and is another instahce of the perti-
nence of the reply. Inthe second part of my
lecture I answer an objection at length, and
my arguments are of a different character,
though still I trust 8criptural.

.In comingto the question whetherthe whole
punishment of sin is inflicted in this world or

- the future, I bring five preliminary arguments,
intended to define and support my main pro-
position. Of these only two are noticed in
the reply. In the second of these I say:—

* “We must distinguish between the mere na-
tural effect of sin, and its punishment. Pover-
ty and want may be the effects of idleness and
intemperance ; but the¥ are not the punish-
ment of those vices. Punishment is the re-
sult of legal process,® &c. This is called

- % agsumption.”—* Do you not see,” say my
opponents, ¢ that all and every thing you here
offer for argument is your own assumption "
To this I answer :— '

If the distinction here made between the
mere natural effects, and the punishment of
sin, be assumption, it is assumption resting
on matter of fact, the subject of daily obser-
vation.

Again : 1distinguish between “ disciplinary
punishment and capital punishment;” and
admit that the former is designed te promote
reformation, but notthe latter. This distinc-
tion in punishments, if supported, will over-
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throw the doctrine advocated by my opponent ;
to prevent which he makes vigorous resist-
ance. And here I cannot but remark, that his
having placed reliance on Mr. W. will prove
to him only as the broken staff, which, when
a man leaneth on it, entereth into hishand and
pierceth it,

The first attempt to reply to this distinction
is by misrepresentation. He says—* Look at"
this, reader. If it be true, justice i not satis-
fied with the promotion of reformation. Do .
you think God has any such justice? The
authority of the law is not supported by the

romotion of reformation. Do you.think God
‘has anysuchlaw? Government does not ob-
tain stability and security from the promotion
of reformation. Wonderful statement ! Well
then suppose punishment doés not promote
reformation; suppose that instead of reforms
ing men, it makes them worse, then justice will
be satisfied,” &c. Ihave neither said this, nor
can it be deduced from any thing I have said, _
I have expressly admitted that disciplinary
punishment is designed to promote reforma-
tion ; and of course the authority of the law,
and the stability of government, are secured
by reformation ; and capital pinishments are
inflicted, not because reformation would not
render government secure, but because, to
ant & general amnesty to all thieves, mur-
erers, traitors, and other transgressors, would
be to prostrate the authority of law, prevent
reformation, and jeopard the property, the
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lives, and the liberties of the community.
To do away capital punishments would not
promote reformation, but it would invite
transgression, and introduce wide-spread an-
archy and universal desolation. Who would
feel secure in his property, his life, or his lib-
erty, if our penal laws, and especially those
which inflict capital punmishment, were all re-
pealed? Capital punishments are inflicted,
not ont of revenge to the offender, as my op-
ponent unwarrantably represents, but for the
security of government: and I fully agree
with him that  capital punishments are inflict-
ed by necessity ; and that society- would be
very glad to get rid of them, if it could con-
sistently with the security of its government.”
I only blame him for misrepresenting and
condemning my sentiment, when he advances
the very same,—the necessity of “capital pun-
ishments to the security of government.” And
here you see his rashness in saying that “the
commonwealth has no justice but what would
be satistied with the reformation of the offen-
der.” He not only contradicts his own sen-
timent, that ¢ capital punishments are neces-
sary to the security of government,” but he
contradicts matter of fact, It is sometimes
the case that persons nnder sentence of death
for murder and other crimes, are brought to
repentance before their execution. But is the
justice of the commonwealth satisfied with
their reformation—without their execution ?
Let matter of fact decide, Ifin afew instances,
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where special reasons joined with reformation
exist, the sentence of the law is remitted, yet

-the law has made no general provision of this

sort, but deals with the penitent and the im-
penitent murderer in the same manner. And
this is not an act of wantonness and cruelty,
as is represented, but of wisdom and benevo-
lence. The disposition of the murderer,
whether he be penitent or impenitent, is not

- the object of the law; but “the security of

overnment,” and the protection of society,
My opponent proceeds, “ But if it is thus un-
der human governments, it is because they
cannot change the moral dispositions of men
or reform the criminal;’ but “has not God
the power which. human governments want
to reform his creatures, create them anew,
and make them holy 7—Who will doubt it?—
Then do you not attribute to the Father of
our spirits an action beyond all description
hateful and wicked in man ?”"—* The charac-

ter of Nero is not blacker than this which

men ascribe to God,” .

If this objection were well founded, we
should all do well to become Universalists ;
but happily it has not the shadow of truth in
it. The objection rests on two assumptions:
1. Thatin administering the capital penalties
of his law, God makes the reformation of the
offender his paramount object; whereas under
the Divine, as well as upder human govern-
ments, the objects of punishments are “ the
security of government,” and the protection
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of society. Thus in destroying “ Sodom,
Gomorrah, and the.cities about them,” the
object was not the reformation of those
offenders, but we are expressly told, that in
their punishment, ¢ they were set forth for an
example to them that should after live ungod-
ly” The same may be said of the antedilu-
vians, of Pharaoh and his army, of the troop
of Korah, Dathan, Abiram, &c. There is no
reasoning against matter of fact. These, and
thousands of others, were taken away b{ the
judgments of God—taken out of the world,~
taken from the place of repentance and from
the means -of reformation. If my opponent
denies this, it"is for him to prove the contrary.
He has the affirmative side of this question.
He tells you that those who are taken out of
this world by the ‘judgments of God have
another place, and other means of repentance
and reformation. Let him show this and we
will believe his doctrine ; but till he does this
we cannot, we dare not, we ought not to be-
lieve a syllable of it.

2. His secend assumption is, that God
governs the moral world as he governs the
natural world, by mere power; and therefore
he says, “ Has not God the power which hu-
man governments want, to reform his crea-
tures, create them anew, and make them
holy?” He adds, “ None will doubt it.” On
his principles it is not only “doubted,” but
denied, that God can “reform, create anew,

and. make his creatures boly.” God does
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not govern the moral world as he governs
the natural world, by mere power ; but hav-
ing made mankind free agents, he governs
them as such, by laws and motives, To talk,
therefore, of his * reforming his creatures,
creating them anew, and making them holy,?
without their own agency in the use of his
appointed means, is worse than idle and vain ;
it is to deceive and to destroy souls. If to
“ reform mankind, to create them anew, and
make them holy,” depend on the sole will
and power of God, why is not this change
wrought in all mankind immediately? Is it
not his will that they should be boly now ?
If it be not his will, then why does he com-
mand them to be holy now? Why does he
command them to repent, believe, and obey
the Gospel, and denounce the heaviest woes,
and- threaten the severest penalties, even
damnpation, upon them if they do not? What
sincerity or truth is there in these things upon
the supposition that it is not hig will that they
should repent, believe, and obey now? And
if it be his will, then  what reason can bé as-
signed why they are not holy now, except that
they are free agents and refuse obedience to
his commands? This is the only ground on
which we can account for the present sinful -
state of mankind. God wills that they should
be holy; but they, as free agents, will not be
holy, and therefore he will punish them as
their disobedience deserves. And if it were
wise, and holy, and good in God to make
15 X

IS
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mankind free agents, and to govern them as
such, then who shall have the temerity- to
arraign his wisdom and goodness, and accuse
him of acting in a manner “beyond all de-
scription hateful and wicked, and ascribe to
him a character as black as that of Neio.”
My opponent is chargeable withi this temerity.
efore I notice again the Scriptures quoted

in my lecture to show that the wicked do not
receive their whole punishment in the out-
ward trials and_afflictions of this life, I would
notice-my opponent’s method of treating this
- part of the controversy. I sayin my lecture,
—“That the wicked Kav,e a portion of the
trials and afflictions of life, will not be denied;
but if the whole punishment of sin consist in
these, we may expect to see an exact pro-
portion, as far as we can judge, between their
criminality and the trials and afllictions suffer-
ed. Butis this thefact? Will either the word of
God or our own observation allow us to say
this? So far from it, that many of the wicked
have fewer trials and afflictions than many of
the righteous.” In replying to this my oppo-
nent represents me as “labouring to prove”
that the “ wicked” generally * prosper, that
they are happy, and that they enjoy them-
selves more than others.” And this {e does,
I believe in every instance where he mentions
this subject. But the difference between say-
ing that “many of the wicked have fewer
trials and afflictions than many of. the right-
eous,” and saying that “the wicked prosper,”
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“that they are happy,”.and that “they enjoy
themselves more than others,” is such, that it
leaves my argument in full force, while it
does nothing' to support his own. I-quoted
Job xxi, 7, 8, 9, to prove that the wicked
sometimes prosper in this world,—that the
“rod of God is not upon them.” The reply,
entirely overlooking. the point, says, The
¢ Scriptures do not teach the doctrine of a
future retribution,” but that “ wrath bringeth
the punishment of the sword, that ye may know
there is a judgment in this life.” But will this
prove that Job spoke an untruth when he said
of some wicked people that  the rod of God
is not upon them ?”

I also quoted Jer. xii, 1, where the prophet
asks, “ Wherefore doth the way of the wicked
prosper ?” &c. Here my opponent as good
as contradicts the prophet. He says, ¢ I be-
lieve it is a good rule not to infer from a man’s
words what he himself does not believe;” and
then goes on to show that the wicked are pu-
nished in this world,—¢ The spoilers are come
upon all high places,” &c., and thus he leaves
the subject. But is there not a better way
than to set one passage of Scripture against
another? There certainly is, and it is very
easy to reconcile these dpas:sa es by observing,
what indeed we see daily befere our eyes,
that some wicked people prosper while others
are afflicted—that they prosper at one time.
and at another time are involved in divers
afflictions, war, famine, pestilence, &c. And
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it may be observed also that the ri us are
as often involved in these afflictions as. the
wicked. o )

I quoted a part of Eccles. viii, 14, and ix,
2, to show that the dispensations of Providence
- are generally the same toward the righteous

and the wicked in this‘world—that in this
sense “ all things come alike to all,” and that
this is not to reward the righteous and the
"wicked according to their works in this world.
Here the reply brings in, as quoted by me, a
passage which is not found in my lecture, and
which I have not quoted during this discussio:
—*‘“and after that they go to the dead,” an
occupies a. full square and a half in confuting
what I have not said. But no matter for this,
if I did not quote it in my lecture, Mr. 8. did
in his letter to Mr. W.; and therefore it is a
reply to me! And many similar replies I
meet with in that singular production.

" I quoted the 73d Psalm for the same pur-
pose, viz., to show that the wicked sometimes
prosper in the world, and to show the views
which the psalmist had on this subject at
different times. The case of the psalmist
stands thus in this psalm: 1. There was a
time when he was not clear in the doctrine of
Divine garovidence, and thought the righteous
should be prospered, and the wicked visited

- with adversity in this world. 2. This proved
a sore temptation to him afterward when he
came to observe that the wicked “ prosper in
the world,”—that “ they are not in trouble as
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other men,” &c., while he had been ¢ plagued
all the day long, and chastened "every fmorn-
ing ;” for he was moved to envy them, and to
believe that he had “cleansed his heart in
vain, and washed his hands in innocency.”
And so powerful was this temptation, that he
says his “feet were almost gone, his steps
had well nigh slipped.” 3. By going to the
sanctuary he received instruction upon this
subject, and saw; that though the wicked
prosper in this world, even to their last mo-
ment, and have “no bandg in their death,”
yet their “ end” was not to be envied ; for
their prosperity was as a slippery place from
which they should be brought down * into
destruction and, desolation as in'a moment.”
4. That on receiving this instruction, and with
reference to his former views of providence,
his envying the prosperity of the wicked, and
thinking it in “ vain that he had washed his
hands in innocency,” he made this reflection
upon himself, *“So foolish was I, and ignorant,
I was as a beast before thee.” I then confirm
this construction of the psalm by the cases
of two prosperous wicked men in the Gospel.
‘Without noticing these cases, the reply labours
to make it appear that' the error of the psalm-

ist consisted in thinking that the wicked were-

in prosperity, or in other words, that they
‘“were not punished in this world.” Being
perfectly confident that this sentiment is un-

tenable, and that every person must perceive . ,
its fallacy on reading the psalm, I shall spend ’



[

236 PISCUSSION - ON

no more time upon it, but leave it with the
audience as it now stands. I cannot close
my remarks without noticing some things in
the author of the reply which I think of very
dangerous tendency. We have seen how he
has set a passage in the Prophet Jeremiah,
where he speaks of the ¢ prosperity” of the
wicked, against other passages in the same
g:rophet, without the least effort to reconcile

em. On the passage quoted from Ecclesi-
astes he gives us a novel sentiment, expressed
in very exceptiongble language. His words
are, “ Those you took from Ecclesiastes, if
we can judge from the character of the book,
were written by Solomon, at a time, when, by
too free an indulgence in mirth and pleasure,
his mind had become enervated, and he had
imbibed a disgust at every thing. He even
despised what is generally considered the

. souree of true happiness. This whole book,
and particularly the passages you quote, are:

a proof of the situation to which he had de-
based himself by his sins.” He quotes the
words of Job, uttered under an overwhelming
manifestation of the Divine perfections, and
expressive of his short comings and deep hu-
mility, and accompanies them with this gene-
ral reflection, “Job did not always say what
was right.” He then adds, “I wonder that
you did not observe these circumstances in
atlxoting these passages, and if you did see

em, I wonder still more that you ever

breught such testimony forward.” This shews:

S
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that he intended theforegoing remarks should
have a general application to the books from
which quotations had been made to prove that
the wicked sometimes prosper in this world.
And is there no way to prove Universalism
but b{ denying the inspiration of the Scrip-
tures? What could Voltaire, or Thomas
Paine, or any other infidel, have said more
in so few words to overthrow the inspiration
of those books, and make them of no autho-
rity in matters of faith? If Solomon wrote
the book of Ecclesiastes in the midst of his
voluptuous course, it is entitled to no more
respect than the ¢ song of the drunkard.” And
this is the sentiment of the reply. But what
effect are these sentiments, thrown out by
professed ministers of the Gospel, likely to
have upon that part of the community who
_ have not made the evidences of revealed re-
ligion their study, and who love pleasure and
sin more than God and religion? The effect
will be what we have seen and heard; the
youth who have not yet learned their reli-
gious alphabet, as soon as they begin to relish
this new doctrine, Universalism, will begin to
imagine that ¢ the Bible is full of contradic-
tions ;" while those who worship at the shrine
of Bacchus, as oft as their senses are well
steeped in new rum, will talk largely of “the
tough stories of the Bible ;” and others from
the example of their teachers in excepting to
a part, will object to the whole inspired vo-
Jume. I would hope that my opponent is not
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yet prepared te go all this length; but
this is the direct tendency of the senti-
ments of his brother W. whom he has
brought in to answer the arguments of my
third lecture. The best apology that can be
made for him will be found in his scarcity of
argument, and in the urgemx of the case,
which has driven him upon the very shoals
of Deism. L -

Thus far we have found nething in the re-
ply to show that the wicked do not sometimes
prosper in this world, and ef course nothing
to show that they receive their. whole punish-
ment here ; and as it has not yet been said that
they suffer more pain and distress of body than
the righteous, we have nothing to add on.that
point, but shall pass to notice a few things
in connection with those passages of Scrip-~
ture which teach that the consciences of some
become “seared with a hotiron,” and ¢ past
feeling.” . ,

The first thing I shall notice here is an
attempt to make Dr. A. Clarke countenance
the sentiment of my opponent and his new
recruit from Cambridge Port. Passing over
two other passages to the same point in my
lecture, he fixes onthat in 1 Tim. iv, 1,2, where
the apostle speaks of the ¢ conscience seared
with a hot iron,” and that in Eph. ix, 18, 19,
where the same apestle speaks of the con-
science that is ¢ past feeling,” and then says,
“ you cannot be ignorant, I trust, that the ex-
pression, seared with a hat iren, may be ex-
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plained without.favouring the idea of callous-
ness of conscience.” He then introduces Dr.
A. Clarke ; and suppressing his comment on
the passage in Ephesians, where he is clear
and full to the point of ¢ callousness of con-
science,” and withal saying that “he is au-
thority which T will not refuse,” goes on to

_say, “ A. Clarke,” onthe phrase, having their

conscience seared with a hot iron, © does not
favour the idea of callousness of conscience,”
but says, “they bear the marks of their hy-
pocrisy as evidently and as indelibly in their
consciences in the sight of God, as those who
have been cauterized for their crimes do in
their bodies in the sight of men.” Here I
have but two remarks to make. 1. What

-Dr. Clarke.says on this passage implies “ cal-

lousness,” or insensibility of conscience, as
much as cauterized flesh, or flesh burnt with
a hot iron, implies that that flesh is without
feeling.. 2. I believe this, not because Dr.
Clarke says it, but because St. Paul says
it; and I must inform my oppenent that in
matters of faith Dr. Clarke with me is no bet-
ter. authority than any other uninspired man,
however I may respect him for his learning
and piety. -~ = | ' R -
Again : speaking of those whose consciences
are so_seared and past feeling that they have
“no shame, no remorse,” he says, “if their
consciences did not accuse them of wicked-
ness, if the functions of conscience all ceased,
as you contend, they knew not that they did
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wrong, and therefore were deserving of no
punishment.” ' Now this is a very precious
confession of my opponent, as it goes far to
disclose the features of Universalism in somé
important points, and to show what all may
not have been sensible of before. We infer
from it, 1. That mankind -are under no law
but that of their own conscience; for' were
they under any other law they might trans-
gress it, and so deserve pumishment after
their consciences had become so depraved as
to feel neither shame nor remorse. But
the reply says, “If the functions of con-
science have ceased, they desefve no pun-
ishment.”

-2, Itisbetter for mankind to remainin igno-
rance, to neglect the word of God, and the
ordinances of his worship, and all the means
of instruction and grace, than to attend to them;
for if they attend to them they will obtain
knowledge, and have a conscience, and so
will acquire the capacity of becoming sinners,
and will undeniably become guilty ; whereas
if they only remain as ignorant as the cattle,
they will have no more conscience than they,
and of course no more sin:—*“For if they are
ignorant,” says my opponent, *they. deserre
no punishment.” o

3. When a man’s conscience, through an
excess of depravity and wickedness, becomes
seared with a hot iron, and past feeling shame
andremorse, his actions thenceforward, be they
what they may,become innocent. “For then,®
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says my opponent, “they deserve no punish-
ment.” '

" 4. That there are no fixed, immutable prin-
ciples laid down by God for the government’
of mankind ;—none but such as are ucquired
and such as cease to exist upon being forgot-
ten: “if they 'knew not,” says my opponent,
“they deserve no punishment.”

5. Finally, God cannot be much displeased
at the conduct of man at any time, and none
at all when, through the abuse of his know-
ledge, and an-excess of wickedness and depra-’
vity, his conscience becomes “seared with a
hot iron, and past feeling;” *for then,” says
my opponent, “ he deserves no punishment.**
These are the legitimate inferences arising
from one important article in the system of
Universalism. They are more fully express- -
ed in Mr. Ballou’s Treatise upon Atone-
_ ment; and who can wonder that upon this
view of sin and the law, either he, or his

* To rid himself of these corollaries my opponent
denied the sentiment whence they are drawn, and made
a most flimsy attempt to show that he reasoned on my
principles. I have indeed quoted the Scripture to
prove that there is a state of -depravity in which the
conscience is * past foeling” shame and remorse for the
most beastly actions ; but it is the author of the reply
who says that such ¢ know not that they do wrong, and
therefore deserve no punishment.” And it is from this
sentiment of Ais that the corollaries are drawn, as every
one may see. If, therefore, he does notlike the corolla.
rjes, Jet him renoupce the sentiment which contains
them, and no longer attempt to deceive the public by.
denying his own spurious offspring,
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followers, should deny the necessity of atone-
ment? . -

I now come to that partof the reply where
the last grand effort is made to show that the
greatest sinners receive their whole punish-
ment in this world. Let it be recollected that
in my lecture 1 gave the case of a tyrant,
¢ who, in the pride of his heart, goes forth with
mighty armies, trampling upon all law, hu-
man and Divine; violating treaties, disregard-
ing justice, burning cities, ravaging kingdoms,
spreading destruction and misery every where,
wantoning in the miseries of his fellow crea-
tures,” &c. I suppose this tyrant to return
from his.conquest, and to spend the rest of his
days in ease and worldly prosperity, and at
last to die in obdurate tranquillity. '%his case
is to be disposed of by 'my opponent, and what,
think you, will he do with it? Why, after
much “beating of the air,” and filling about
four squares of a column with words without
meaning, he settles the case in few words,
by including this tyrant in that class of whom
it is said that “ God gave them over to a re-
probate mind, as a punishment, because they
did not like to retain him in their know
ledge,”—that is he gave them over to an “un-
thinking, unsearching, stupid mind,” or in
other words, their consciences became “ sear-
ed with a hot iron, and past feeling,”—* God
gave them over.” This was certainly a hard
l;c:se for both my opponents. We may remark

re, , :
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1. That this “ unsearching, stupid mind,”—
this “seared, unfeeling conscience,” is a con-
firmed state of sin and guilt, in other words,
the ne plus ultra of moral depravity.

2. According to my opponent’s doctrine, a

‘high degree of criminality is fully punished in

this world by a greater degree of criminality.
And this is what he contends for. He says
that men are “punished i¢n sin and by sin.”
And again, “ sin itself is punishment.” Once
more: “ All the cases of wickedness you can
bring forward are met by this,”—that sin is
punished “by sin ;” and “the more deeply
you plunge the sinner into the abyss of depra-
vity, the more you do against your own
cause,”—that is, against the doctrine that
makes a distinction between sin and the pun-
ishment of sin. .

8. As sinners love sin, and *roll it asa
sweet morsel under their tongue,” so they are
fully punished for their greatest crimes, and
for all their sins, by being indulged by God in
that which they love, namely, to sin all their
days without restraint, without remorse, and
without, in the least, endangering their future
happiness. , :

4. Assearching after the knowledge of God
and retaining that knowledge, is mental la-
bour; and as an unfeeling conscience is a
state of freedom from mental pain, so the
greatest sinners in the world receive their
whole desert of punishment by being abandon-
ed to a state of mind where they are freed
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from all labour after the knowledge of God,
and from all pain on that account and their
sins,—in a word, they are punished without
any suffering or pain whatever. _

5. But how will my opponent reconcile
this view of the subject with what he has-said
elsewhere ? Here  he tells us that sin and
punishment are the same thing, or in other
words, that sin is its own punishment, sinners
are punished “ by sin.”" Elsewhere, and gene-
rally through this discussion, he hag made a
distinction between sin and the punishment
of sin: and no farther back than his last re-
ply, has contended, as you all know who
heard him, that the wicked are punished by
the trials and afflictions they suffer in this life.
And when he was last upon the case of sui-
cide, he told you that ¢ the sin was the inten-
tion to do the deed,” and “taking life was
the punishment of that intention.” What a
pity it did not occur to him at that time, that
*sin is punished by sin.” Ileave him to settle
this controversy with himself in the best way
he can.

. We may now consider the point of the

whole punmishment of sin in this world as vir-
tually given up by our opponents, and that of
future punishment as established; for, in a
case like that before us, when men resort to
palpable absurdity and contradiction, it is evi-
dent that argument has failed them. It has
always been contended by our opponents that
sin is punished either in eutward afflictions, in
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pain_and distress of body, in remorse of con-
science, or in all these, in the present life. But
here is a class of men, the very chief of sin-
* ners, who live in worldly prosperity, are as
free from pain and distress of body as the
best of men, and have no remorse or pain of
conscience whatever, being given over by God
to a reprobate mind, and to a conscience that
is past feeling. 'This class of sinners do not
receive their punishment in any of those ways
which the Universalists have assigned for the
punishment of sin in this world. My oppo-
nent’s sophistical illustration of the payment of
a debt by three one dollar bills taken togeth-
er, when neither would pay the debt alone,
will not help him here; for his bills are now
all blanks. And should he ever again atiempt
to pay three dollars, or rather ten thousand
talents, with three blanks, we shall suspect
him of relationship to a elass of men (I need not
otherwise describe thein) who live by defraud-
ing the publie. But when these modes of
punishment have all failed, something else
must be resorted to, or Universalism goes
down. And, behold! here you have it—a
mode of punishment without pain, and with-
out suffering—a mode of punishment which
the sinner himself prefers to no punishment
at all—a mode of punishment which amounts
to a plenary indulgence to follow sin the rest
of his days, without restraint, without remorse,
and without danger.

In closing my remarks on the reply, I can-
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not but observe,—that while it deals princi-
pally in evasion and assumption, it brings a
number of items as though contained in my
lecture which were not in it, and passes over
in silence; in the first part, an impotrtant argu-
ment for future punishment, or rather a three-
fold argument founded on *the genius of re-
ligion, the scope of the. Scriptures, and'the
economy of Providence,” and three out of five
. of my preliminary arguments, as well ag
. much other matter; but it has in some mea-
sure compensated for thése aberrations by
the incautious manner in which it has, in seve-
ral respects, exposed the nakedness and de-
formity of Universalism, particularly ih re-
spect to him who commits suicide, the law
and sin, and the new mode of punishing the
g:atest crimes “without suffering or. pain.

e cause I plead would have beeh safe
without this defence, from, the mere want of
sentiment in the reply to which this is an an-
swer; from which circumstance, and an inun-
dation of words without meaning, less was
probably carried away by the audience than
from any other discussion since we first met.

Dec. 14, 1827, - o
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~ ADVERTISEMENT.

Berore the commencement of the discus-
sion which gave rise to the preceding lectures
of the Rev. 'I'. Merritt, Mr. Paige, the Uni-
versalist advocate, was informed that proba-

bly Ishould take some part in the controversy; -

and when the- discussion between him and my
worthy brother was closed, Mr. Paige was
informed that I was about to deliver one or
two discourses on the subject in the Methodist
church in Springfield, and if he desired it, he
might have the privilege of replying: but if
he did reply he might expect an immediate
answer, and that the disputed point should be
discussed, and, if possible, settled one way
or the other on the spot. This offer Mr. Paige,
for reasons best known to himself, declined.
Some reasons it is tru‘e5 were offered by him,
‘ 1
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but whether they were the leading ones in his
mind, remains a qguestion on which those.
acquainted with the circumstances will un-
doubtedly, form their own opinion. The dis-
courses, however, were delivered, and at the -
request of the Methodist Sociaty in Springfield
are now furnished for publication, together
with the foregoing; and the public must judge
whether they contain arguments of any weight
in deciding the great question between Uni-
versalists and anti-Universalists. Some of
the following arguments I have never before
seen published ; others have been urged before,
‘and ought to be urged again and again, in all
the various and possible forms that truth is
capable of putting on; for they have never
been answered, and it is believed never can
be to the satisfaction of even their opposers
themselves. For some of the arguments in
the first discourse, and for the method of
reasoning adopted in the second proposition,
Iacknowledge myself indebted to Dr.Edwards,
in his reply to Dr. Chauncey; a work which
ought to be more generally known and read:
1t is indeed true that many of his arguments
are aimed against a modification of Universal-
ism, materially different in its character from
the form now-more generally in vogue; still
Universalism, in all its forms, depends upon
certain -fundamental. principles, to destroy
which is to destroy every form of the doctrine.
This Edwards has done, and done too in his
own masterly manner. . o
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The second discourse, containing objections
against Universalism, might be easily enlarged
to a great extent. My collection of objections
is small and imperfect; not because nothing
more could be said, but because other import-
ant and pressing duties would not permit me
to add more. There however are more, it is
believed, than the advocates of this system
can readily and fairly dispose.of; and when
they may think they have done. this, they will
but just have begun their work ; for this system
is so directly opposed to all that is rational
and Scriptural, that objections may be raised

against it, numerous and strong. Let the_

candid weigh them. ) .
- Wilbraham, Mass. W. Fisk.
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« Christ hath redeemed us from the curse of the law,
being made a curse for us,” Gal. iii, 13.

Tae text which we have .selected, as it
contains the foundation and essence of the
whole Gospel system, lies, of course, in direct
opposition to all erroneous systems; and
especially will a correct illustration of it
wholly destroy, ‘it is believed, that confused
and dangerous system of error, which, under
various aspects, and in a variety of form
bears the name of Universalism. -

And in the following discourse it is proposed
to examine this system of Universalism under
the several forms and mutations which it has
put on, within these few years past, in our
country. In attempting to do this we may in-
quire what that law is from which Christ{ath
redeemed us—what is the curse of the law,
and how the redemption of Christ affects that
law and its curse, ’

I. What is the law from which Christ hath
redeemed us ?

This can be no other than the moral law
of God, that universal rule of righteousness
which is binding on all men, in all ages of the
world: it cannot mean the ceremonial or any
other law peculiar to the Jews, or to our first
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parents; because the verse immediately fol-
lowing our text goes on to show the extent of
the blessing procured by redemption from that
law,—* that the blessing of Abraham might
come on the Gentiles through Christ.” 8o
that the law from which Christ redeemed us
was a law that extended to the Gentiles also,
otherwise a redemption from its curse would
not profit them. But to decide this point at
once it must be acknowledged that the law
here spoken of is as extensive as the redemp-
tionitself. By whatever limitation, therefore,
you restrict the law, by the same you limit the
blessings and designs of the redemption. But
the redemption relates to all mankind, to Jew
and to Gentile, therefore the law, from the
curse of which Christ hath redeemed man,
extends to all men. But what law can this
be but that code of righteous and unchangea-
ble Erinciples that is universally binding upon
the human family ? There is no other univer-
sal law, and therefore this is the law here
spoken of.

IL. We are to inquire what is the curse of
this law. The curse of God’s law must mean
-loss, punishment, or suffering, of some kind
and in some degree. This the word imports,
and so the Scriptures represent it. It there-
fore follows that this curse must imply either
the loss of existence itself, that is, annihila-
tion; or it must imply existence affected, more
or less, longer or shorter, with some kind of
positive suffering or loss, We will spend &
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few moments in inquiring whether the idea of
annihilation is a rational and Scriptural de-
finition of the curse of God’s law.

To this we objectin the first place, because
the Scriptures represent this curse as'positive
suffering. It is a pain that gnaws like a worm
that never dies ; that burns like a fire that is
never quenched ; it is torment ; it is wringing
out, and drinking the dregs of the cup of trem-
bling ; it is suffering indignation and wrath,
tribulation and anguish,—it is enduring an
agony that begets weeping, wailing, and gnash-
ing of teeth ; it is to dwell in everlasting burn-
ings, and to suffer the vengeance of eternal fire.
But none of these expressions are applicable
to the mere cessation of being or of conscious-
ness. If it should be said that these expressions
are applicable in case of annihilation, because
in passing through this change from entity to
non-existence, the objects of the Divine dis-
pleasure will suffer pain; we reply that this
is to give up the argument ; because it is say-
ing that the curse of the Divine law, as de-
scribed in the Scriptures, is not the loss of
existence, but the suffering endured before
existence is lost; and therefore the reasoning
destroys the premises, and at the same time
implies an act of injustice, in that it represents
the sinner as enduring the curse of the law
while in being, and after all, in addition to the
curse, losing his existence. Again it may be
objected to this idea of the curse, that it de-
stroys all ‘degrees of punishment, which is
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contrary to Scripture and reason. Anni-
hilation, then, is not the curse of the Divine
‘law, and therefore this curse must imply an
existence, affected more or less, lon’%er or
shorter, by some kind of suffering. To this
point, therefore; we turn our attention. .
"~ - What may be the natare or degree of this
- suffering will not now be inquired into ; thatit
will be exceedingly grievous none can doubt
who credit God’s word. Our present inquiry
‘will be this, What is the duration of suffering
- threatened in the curse of Glod’s law 2 It must
be endless or limited. If limited, it must come
-under one of the four following heads: it must
be less than the damned actually suffer, or it
must be more than the damned actually suf-
fer, or it must be just what the damned actu-
ally suffer, or it must be an indefinite period
of suffering, just enough to bring the sinner
to repentance and salvation, be the same
more or less. Upon all these points let us
institute a serious and a cautious investigation:
if any one of them is found consistent with
the Scripture representation of the Divine
government, and the Gospel economy, then
we will give up the idea of an endless hell ; if
none of them is true, then it must be acknow-
fedged that the damned must suffer the pe-
nalty of an endless curse. :

1. On the first supposition, viz,, that the
curse of God’s law is less in duration than the
damned actually suffer, we-need not dwell a
moment; for none, it is presumed, would
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charge upon God the injustice .of inflicting
suffering upon his creatures beyond what his
Iaw requires; and this he would do, if the
damned were made to- suffer more than the
penalty threatened. ) n

2. We pass then to inquire, secondly, whe-
ther this curse is a limited punishment, but
more than the damned will actually suffer? If
8o, this greater curse is threatened in the -
law: if it is not revealed, it does not exist, for

surely God’s law is not so imperfect as to con-’

tain only a part of its penalty. But I ask,
what words are made use of to express the
penalty of God’s law, which convey the idea
of more suffering than the d-amnedy actually
endure? It is said, the smoke of their torment
ascendeth up for ever and ever; thaf they
suffer the vengeance of eternal fire ; that they
shall actually go into everlasting punishment,
&c. Now whether these words are used in
& limited, or an unlimited sense, is not the
guestion ; but the question is, are any stronger
words than these used to express the curse
of God’s law? I answer no ; fearless of con-
tradiction: for these, and similar words, are
the very terms used to express the penalty of
the law; therefore there is no greater curse
revealed than the damned will actually suffer,
whether that suffering be in this world or the
world to come, and of course the supposition,
that the curse of God’s law is limited, but great-
er than thedamned will actually suffer,is false.

The absurdity of this supposition may be
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seen by another argument. If the curse of
God’s law implies a state. of suffering more
than any sinner will ever suffer, it follows that
there is more in this curse than any sinner is
ever exposed to.- God then has threatened
more than he ever meant to perform. Whe-
ther this threatening is the result of his injus--
tice, or of his inconsistency, pr whether the
failure in the execution is to be attributed to
his impotency, we are not informed; but to
something of this kind it must be attributed, if
the supposition be true. And when once this .
is suppased true, we may just as well suppose,
that the sinner is exposed to no part of the
curse of God’s law, and thus a speedy con-
clusion is put to the whole- controversy be-
tween Universalists and anti-Universalists.
But who is prepared to say that God has
threatened- a penalty which- never will, and
never can be executed? that he has announc-
ed a curse which no sinner is ever exposed
to? If none, then pone-will say the curse of
God’s law is limited punishment, but greater
than the damned will ever experience.

3. As it appears this curse, if limited, can
be neither more nor less than the damned will
-actually suffer, we will next examine whether
it be’ just equal to what the damned will ac-
tually suffer. To this view of the subject
there are several insurmountable objections:
for, in the first place, this would destroy the
idea of salvation altogether. Salvationisde-
liverance from sin and its consequences—it
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is deliverance from the guilt of sin, and the
condemnation of sin, and the punishment of
sin. But this- idea supposes -that we are not
delivered from these,butactually endure them
_to their full extent. It is not being saved
from the curse of God’s law, for it is taking
‘the whole of that curse ; itis wringing out and
drinking the very last dregs of the cup of-
wrath. It would be ludicrous for a criminal
to say he had been saved from the state pri-
son, and from a fine, because he had actually
‘suffered out his full term of confinement, and
had had his goods confiscated to satisfy the
law. It would be the height of absurdity to
say that Christ was saved from that hour, and
from the cup of affliction that his Father had
given him, because he endured it all, and ex-
hausted entirely his full cup of sorrow..
Equally ridiculous and absurd is it to talk of
salvation where the sinner is damned te the
full extent of his guilt. When-salvation and
damnation can be made to mean the same
thing, then, and not before, may this suppo-
sition be maintained. But yet, absurd as this
idea is, it is a very popular one at the present
day. We have been told in this desk again
and again that all men suffer to the full extent
of their crimes: and this sentiment is taught
by most modern Universalist preachers,and by
almost all their periodical publications. Ne-
ver was there a greater misnomer than to call
this the doctrine of universal salvation; it is
to all intents the doctrine of universal dam-
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“mation,—universal damnation not only as it
relates to its extent of application to the whole
human family, but also”as it relates to the
universal qualities of the doctrine itself, for
there is not a particle of salvation about it.

But another serious objection to this idea is
—that it destroys the idea of forgiveness. The
doctrine of pardon and of justification from sin
is a leading feature in the Gospel plan—it is
abundantly taught by Christ and his apostles.
But are they forgiven who suffer the whole
of the curse of the law? Iknow we have been
told, during the late controversy, that the doc-
trine of forgiveness is perfectly consonant with
the idea of suffering all the penalty of the law.
8o we havebeen virtually told, that damnation
was salvation, but who believesit? Whatif a
man should stand up in this desk, and with all
the sanctity of a minister of God, should tell
us that the rising of the sun means its setting,

, or thatguilt meansinnocency, or that the wrath

of God means his love ; are men such fools

as to believe these palpable contradictions?

But they might as well do this as to believe the

sinner is pardoned, and still suffers the full -

extent of the curse of the law. Such a senti-
ment is in direct opposition to all our ideas of
pardon and forgiveness. If, therefore, the Bi-
ble means, by-pardon and forgiveness, what all
the world understand these terms to mean,
such a sentiment is most certainly false. This
supposition, therefore, that the curse of God’s
law is limited, and is just equal fo what the

.
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damned will suffer, as it destroys the idea of
pardon, must be false.

But there is still another serious objection to
this sentiment : it destroys the idea of grace.
That salvation is of grace, that the whole Gos-
pel system is a system of grace, is every
where taught in the Bible. But if the sinner
actually endures the whole penalty of the law,
he owesnothingto justice, and therefore cannot
. beindebted to grace. For it should be recol-
lected that the Gospel is empbatically called
grace, because it is mercy shown to sinners—
it is favour conferred upon the undeserving and
the ungodly. But those who by dint of suffer-
ing have borne the whole penalty of God's
law, and thus discharged all its claims, cannot
say, “ by grace' I amsaved,” but ¢ by suffering
I am delivered ;” and now strict justice de-
mands that I should be admitted into heaven.
Their song, therefore, will not be the -song of
redeeming grace, for they are under no obliga-
tions to redeeming grace. Does the criminal
praise the lenity and clemency of that go-
vernment. which has inflicted upon him tghe
whole demerit of his crime? Does he ever
think he owes his enlargement to the mercy
of that government? Neither can a sinner,
who has suffered the curse of the law to its
full extent, ascribe his deliverance to mercy.
There is not a particle of mercy in it.

Here then is a system of religion in which
there is for the sinner no salvation! no par-
don! no grace! no mercy! And yet the sin-
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ner gets to heaven—this graceless, unpardon-
ed, damned sinner goes to heaven all covered
with glory, to shout among the angels, and en-
joy the rich reward of ¢ the inheritance that is
incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth not
away.” If men had seriously set themselves
to work to devise a system directly opposite
to the Bible, it is clear they could not have hit
upon one more suited to their purpose than
this. If the Bible be true, then it cannot be
true that the curse of God’s law is. limited,
and yet just what the sinner will actually
suffer ; therefore this idea also must be given
up. .
4. On the supposition that the curse of
God’s law is a temporary punishment, we
have but one alternative more to examine,
and that is—this curse is an indefinite punish-
ment, just enough to ‘bring the sinner to re-
pentance, be the same more or less. _Let us
carefully examine this last hope 6f those who
would limit the curse of God; and if we
mistake not, it will be found as delusive as
the former.

It might at first seem useless to propose this
last alternative, since it is evident this indefi-
nite punishment, whatever it may be, must
come under some one or more of ‘the three
forms already stated ; that is, it must be a suf-
fering more or less, or just equal to what the
damned will actualiy suffer : and if all these
positionshave been proved untenable, then this
must be relinquished of course. But I know

A

|
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the Universalists have a manner of represent-
ing this subject, which may seem to them to
free it from all the difficulties that have been
found to exist in the other positions that have
been examined. They represent the punish-
ment of the sinner as purely disciplinary, de-
signed wholly for the sufferer’s good. If it
takes so much, or more, or less, to humble and
reform the sinner, justin that proportionhe isto
be cursed, or made to suffer: thatis, the curse
of God’s law is measured solely by this rule,
that the sinner’s suffering must be meted out
so as to make him penitent. And therefore,
strictly speaking; he deserves no punishment for
sin, but only needs a remedy for an intellectual
disease ; .or, to use the term deserves in an
improper sense, the sinner deserves just as
much, and no more, for breaking the law, as
will repair the injury sustained by himself.
The government of God, and the interests of
the universe, are not insulted nor injured by
this violation ; and thereforenoreparationisto
be made to them. If they are affected by itat
all, it is just a8 community is affected, when
one of its active members falls sick, and needs
a remedy to restore himto health. If you take
any other view of this subject, you throw it
back upon one of the forms already examined ;
for the moment it is acknowledged that the
transgressor sins against God, and injures his

overnment, and that the justice of God, and
Ehe dignity of his authority, and the interests of
the universe, require punishment to repair the
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1juries done to them, and that for these pur-
poses God has annexed penalties ta his laws,
that moment the ground of men’s disciplinary
punishment is abandoned, and we then ac-
knowledge a curse of a fixed and definite cha-
- racter, and it must be if it is of limited dura-
tion, more or less, or just equal to what the -
damned will actually suffer. But we have
seen it can be none of these.: it remains only
to examine. this curse then in the light of a
mere disciplinary punishment, a wholesome,
though somewhat painful remedy for a moral
disease ; having for its sole object the welfare
of thesufferer. . And as this is a favourite topic
with Universalists; and as they think it a posi-
tion of great strength, I desire to siit it tho-
roughly, though it must be done in a few
words. - - -
1. This idea makes the law of God worse
than useless ; it is a snare and an incumber-
ance ;. it makes evil where otherwise no evil
would exist. The law.it seems was not made
in reference to- the Lawgiver, or the dignity
of his government, or the good of the universe,
for these are not. affected by its violation.
The transgressor has made no wastes to be
repaired, has insuited no dignity to bé vindi-
cated, has exerted no .injurious. influence to
be counteracted, except so far as relates to him.
self : and how can the interests of a‘govern~
ment require a law, when those interests are
not affected by its violation? - And if the inter-
ests of the government did not require thelaw,
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certainly the interests of the individualdid not ;
for those very acts which the law new crimi-
nates, are not criminal in themselves, but only
become so by being prohibited. The universe
would have suffered nothing if there had been
no law, and since-where there is no law there
is no transgression, and where there is no sin
there is nosuffering, this law hasbeen the cause
of all the evil, and all the suffering in the uni-
verse, and therefore ought not to have existed.
‘We should think that lawgiver guilty of some-
thing more than folly, who 'should multiply
laws which the good of the general govern-
ment did not require ; and especially if those
laws made those acts ¢criminal and injurious
to the individuval, which in any case, law or
no law, could not harm the government ; and
which, were it not for those enactments, would
. be perfectly innocent and harmless to the ac-

Yor himself. And yet thisis precisely the state
of the question with regard to the Divine law,
on the supposition that the violation of this
Jaw does not injure the Divine government,
and the interests of the universe. -

2. Another objection to this view of the
subject is, that while this needless law is thus
made the cause of all the evil in the universe,
and the Divine lawgiver has thereby ensnared -
men’s feet and brought them into difficulty,
he has'provided a remedy for this evil, an
antidote for this poison, under the form and in
the name of a curse. This not only makes
the whole appear absurd, but it savours very



UNIVERSAL SBALVATION. 237

much of the ludicrous, The law curses men,
bat the curse dlesses them! But for the law
they would have had no hell ; and but for its
curse they would have had noheaven. When
every thing else has-failed to save the sinner,
then the wrath without mizture, the judgmens
withou! mercy that comes upon him in the
curse of the law, accomplishes this great and
glorious work, and brings the soul to holiness
and heaven! How this potent man of grace,
this last and only safe hope of the sinner,
came to be called a curse, we cannot tell. It
was perhaps a mistake of the Law giver, or it
may have been a design to hold out false co-
lours, and a false alarm to the transgressor. Be
this as it may, that design is now wholly frus-
trated : -and since men have discerned that the
whole intent of thiscurseisto bring themto hea-
ven, and that it is the last and the only certain,
resort of Divine goodnéss to bring the soul to
glory, they will now doubtless learn to love
and value this -curse as they would value an
infallible specific to cure-their constitutional
disease. Why should we dread its momen-.
tary bitterness? for it shall. afterward yield
the peaceable fruits of righteousness ; it shall
work out a far more exceeding and eternal
weight of glory. Such is the ludicrous, not.
to say blasphemous, character of this defini-
tion of the curse of the law. .
3. This explanation also destroys all inter-.
est we have in Christ: yea, it makes him the
minister of evil rather t;mn of good. Our text
: 1
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expresses the common doctrine of the New
Testament, where it teaches us that Christ
came to redeem, that is, to buy off and deli~
ver sinners from the curse of the law. But
should he succeed in his work, how ruinous
would be the consequences to a world of sin-
ners. What! redeem sinners from the effects
of God’s love! from the visitations of his-
mercy! from the most certain and most
powerful means of grace that God ever uses!
deliver them from their remedy ! their Saviour!
their last and only safe hope of getting to
beaven! God forbid. To be saved from such
a curse is to shut the door of mercy for ever;
it is to be damned without hope. If Christ
succeeds in this woerk he does much harm ;
if he fails, his mission-and work are useless,
and in either case his coming to redeem men
- from the curse.of the law is any thing but a

proof of the love of God the Father, or of

the benevolence of his own character.

4. In short—for we must sum up, under
one head, a number of ments—in this
wview of the curse of the law the Bible descrip-
tion of the ill desert of the sinner is false, for

- the sinner deserves no punishment at the
hand of God; he only needs a remedy for
his intellectual disease. All declarations in
the Scriptures, that the sufferings of the sin-
ner are the fruits of the Divine displeasure
and of the wrath of God, are but figurative
nonsense, for these sufferings are all the fruit
of his love to the sufferers, and the full visit-
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ation of his curse upon the transgressor, is
* the mightiest and most-effectual effort of his
goodness to bring him to heaven. All de-
scriptions in the Bible that the sinner robs
God, dishonours his character, quenches,
grieves, and vexes his Holy Spirit; tramples
under foot the Son of God, and does despite to
the Spirit of grace, are metaphorical folly;
for the evils of sin are confined wholly to the
sinner himself ; the doctrine of pardon is fu-
tile, unless we say the transgressor pardons
himself for injuring himself, since there is no
one else that has been injured or offended by
his sins: and finally, the doctrine which teach-
es. that Chirist came to magnify the law and
make it honourable, or that God appears in
judgments, and in great power,.to vindicate
his own character -as the righteous Governor
of the universe, and to establish the dignity
of his government, is .empty declamation;
since the law has never beén broken or dis-
- honoured, God’s .character has never been
insulted, his government and- cause have ne-
ver been scandalized. Now as no believer in -
the Bible can support a supposition that
involves such unreasonable, unscriptural,
and anti-scriptural consequences:as the fore-
going, so we trust this definition of the curse
of the law cannot be embraced by stich as
have candour and digcrimination enough to
see it in its true character. :
We have now gone over all the possible
forms of the curse of the law, on the suppo-



260 DISCUSSION ON

sition that it threatens a limited punishment ; -
and if our reasoning be sound, we have proved
that all these positions are untenable; and
since we had before proved that this penalty
- could not be annihilation, one only alternative
remains—an awful alternative—such as may
well strike the heart of the impenitent sinner
with terror and horror—the curse of God's
law is endless torment. .

To the foregoing some Universalists per-
haps_will saye&ey have no serious objection:
They are willing to own, that possibly the
curse of the law, according to its original te-
nure, did threaten an endless punishment;
but that the Gospel has removed this penalty,
for « Christ hath redeemed us from .the curse
of the law, being made a curse for us.” "It is
thus that Universalism keeps ‘itself in counte-
nance between different and contradictory
systems; at one time saying that the goodness
of God, and the finite demerit of sin, will not
admit of an endless penalty to the Divine
law; and when driven from this ground, they
will then take shelter under the redemption of
Christ, maintaining that the law is met, or in
some way removed in its claims, or set aside
as to its penalties, by the provisions of the
Gospel. Into this, as into every retreat and
entrenchment, we are willing to follow this
doctrine. But we are not willing to leap back
and forth, from one system to another, as
each in turn is found to be false. Let those
who are fairly driven from their first position
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renounce it for ever, or until they find some
new arguments to support it: and if they can
find no new ground to rest upon, let them
ive up the system, or give up the Bible.
ith these remarks we are prepared to enter
upon our third proposition.

III. How does the redemption of Christ
affect this law or its curse.

1. The redemption of Christ does not ab-
rogate the law. - Against such an idea many
strong arguments might be urged: but two
only will now be mentioned. The first is,
redemption does not imply an abrogation or
repeal; but the manner in which it is used in
the Scriptures implies the reverse of this. If,
as the Bible says, Christ hath redeemed us
from the curse of the law, it follows that this
law is still in force, exerting and enforcing its
claims; and hence the necessity that some-
thing should be done to avert its curse. But
another consideration is, this law, being a
transcript of the Divine mind, and what he is
bound by the very perfections of his nature to
require of his intelligent creatures, is utterly
unrepealable. One might as well talk of
changing the nature of God, and of inverting
the order of his government, as to talk of re-
‘pealing his moral law. The fact is, and so
the Scriptures teach us, the whole object of
the Divine economy, in all its dispensations,
has been to enforce the observance, and vin-
dicate the claims of the moral law.

And since the law is not repealed, it follows,
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-of course, that the sanction of the law, the

nalty annexed, is in full force, and must

ave its satisfaction - whenever the -law is
violated. - : - )

2. This penalty of the law is not uncondi-
tionally met, and satisfied by the redemption
of Jesus Christ- if this were true there would
be no forgiveness ; -for a complete satisfaction
of the law, either in its preceptive or penal
claims, shuts out the idea, and destroys the
possibility of pardon, since there is nothing to
be pardoned. Beside, the compunctions of
conscience, and a sense of guilt, are perfeetly
inconsistent with the idea that the ¢urse of the:
law is unconditionally cancelled by the re-
demption of Christ: for how could orie be
condemned by a law that was perfectly satis-
fied? And who does not see, moreover, that
this idea of redemption would open wide the
door of licentiousness, and would, in fact,
make Christ a minister of sin: for it would
giwe every one liberty to sin as much and as
long as he might please without fear or hazard,
because Christ has removed the penalty-of the
law. Such a representation of the Gospel
would be in direct opposition to its whole tenor
and spirit, and especially to those binding ob-
ligations to lead a holy life, so frequently
insisted upon by Christ and his apostles.

The view of redemption is contrary tomany
express passages of Scripture. “He that be-
lievéth not,” saith-the Saviour, “is condemned
already, and the wrath of God abideth on
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him.” Are there not some who believe not?
Then are there some who are under the curse.
“If any man love-not the L.ord Jesus Christ,”
saith an apostle, “let him be anathema mara-
natha” Do all men love the Lord Jesus
.Christ? 1Is it not true now as when the
Saviour uttered it, “ Me the world hateth be-
cause [ testify of it, that the works thereof are
evil?? Then are there some, who, notwith-
standing the redemption, are under the curse.
Again: “If ye be circumcised, Christ shall
profit you nothing.” But how can this be trae,
if Christ saves unconditionally from the curse
-of the law? No matter whether a man trust
in the Jewish ceremonies, or in Pagan idola-
tries, since. all men are redeemed, and this
redemption is absolute and unconditional, all
are delivered by Christ from the curse of the
law. : -
The sentiment we are opposing is contrary
to the conditions of the Gospel, which have
been so clearly maintained of late in this .
house ; and which are so conclusively esta-
blished by the author of our text in this very
chapter and paragraph from which the text
is taken ; in which he declares most explicitly
that those who have Abraham’s faith, have
Abraham’s blessing, that is, justification, right-
eousness ; but those who have not, are still
under the curse. And with this agree these
scriptures, which declare that those who
s‘deny the Lord that bought them, bring upon
themselves swift destruction;’ those that
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obey. not the Gospe] of our Lord Jesus Christ,
shall be punished with everlasting destruction
from the presence of the Lord and the glory
-of his power :”—together with a great number
of scriptures.of similar import.

.3. But though this redemption neither re-
-peals the law, nor unconditionally removes
the curse, still it does much. It has, or may
have, if its provisions and remedies are pro-
perly apprehended and embraced, a direet
and an important bearing upon the relation
sinners stand in to the law, both as it respeocts
its past violations, and its future claims. In
respect to the former, it provides for the re-
moval of the curse on terms honourable to
God’s law and government, and at the same
time perfectly consistent with man’s account-
ability and obligations to future obedience;
and with respect to the latter, it provides for
the keeping of the law, on the principle of
faith in the atonement, that begets love, and
produces that holiness of heart and life which
is the fulfilling of the law. And preparatory
to this object, a season of probation and trial,
the means of grace, the discipline of Divine
Providence, and all the calls of the Gospel are
secured to man through this redemption; and
when under these advantages the sinner re-
ceives the atonement, God for Christ's sake,
and through the merits of his sacrifice, blots
out the sentence of condemnation that the law
had already passed upon him, and removes
the anathema that hung over his devoted head.
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And there is & propriety in calling this pro-
vision a redemption from the curse, for it is
the only meritorious ground for the removal
of the curse, and it-is that without which it
could not be removed. Hence these strong
representations in the. Scriptures: “ He sent -
his Son to be a propitiation-for the sins of the
whole world,”—*a sacrifice for sin,”—*a mer-
ciful High Priest in things pertaining Yo God.”
Christ “ bare our sins in his own'body on the
tree;” he “suffered the just for.the unjust to
bring us to God:” Geod “laid on him the ini-
quities of us all, and by his stripes we are
healed.” . From these and other scriptures,
yea, from the whole representation of this
subject, both in the types and prophecies of
the Old Testament, and in the doctrinal and '
experimental teaching of the New, we learn
that the sacrifice of Jesus Christ -is the only
efficient and meritorious provision for deliver-
ance from the curse of the law ; and that with-
out this provision there could be no such de-
liverance. Hence this sacrifice is represented
in the Scriptures as a satisfaction of the curse,
or the penal claim of the law, because when
received on the prescribed conditions the law
is satisfied, and the sinner is discharged. Nor
does this view of redemption destroy the idea
of grace and pardon; for the redemption it-
self is a graeious provision, and it just lays
the foundation for pardon; so that through
this, “God can be just, and the justifier of all
that believe on his Son.” Nor does this view
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of theredemption destroy the neeessity of per.
sonal holiness and obedience to the law, but
on the contrary, it is through this the soul is
made holy, and is prepared to keep the law.
“The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth from all
sin,” and the Holy Spirit which the Father
sendeth in Christ’s name, renews the heart,
and writes upon it the law of love, and imparts
that personal holiness without which nene
shall see the Lord. This view of the atone-
ment appears rational and Scriptural, but any
other view of it immediately involves us in
difficulties. The fact is, we may mar the
Gospel system in two ways—we may attribute
{00 much to the atonement, or too little. In
either case we open an inlet for dangerous
errors. The.following appear to me to be so
plain, and so well established in God’s word,
as to be almost entitled to the appellation of
Gospel axioms. The atonement has vindi-
cated the law of God, and satisfied its claims,
and-secured the dignity of the Divine govern-
ment in such a manner, that the vilest trans-
gressor may be saved. The atonement has
not met the claims of the law so as to preclude
the necessity of pardon, or the direct exercise
of grace toward the sinner. Without the
atonement there can be no acceptable repent-
ance and faith, no pardon or holiness:—
- notwithstanding the atonement, without re-
pentance and faith, and consequent ‘pardon
and holiness, there can be no final salvation.
These propositions are written as with a sun-
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beam in all the book of God. If -any are . .

disposed to contend, and say, ‘“salvation is
unconditional, because Christ has satisfied the
law,” or, “the atonement is not a redemption
from the curse of the law, because the sinner
must, nevertheless, either be pardoned, or
suffer the penalty,” they must-do it; but in
these cases they contend net with us, but with
the Bible. And in either case they strike
equally at the very foundation ‘of the Gospel
system, though they are the opposite extremes
of error. 'They are as much or more opposed
to each other as they are to.truth; and yet
paradoxical ‘as it may seem, Universalism
has espoused them both: for we are told, in
one breath, by this unaccountable system, that
as Christ has redeemed all from the curse of
the law, all will- be unconditionally. saved,
and also that the atonement has done nothing
for us, since all must inevitably suffer the full
penalty of the law! We are prepared to show,
and we think have shown, that both of these
propositions, taken separately, are directly
contrary to Seripture ; but when taken toge-
ther and united in the same system, they are
palpable contradictions, and monstrous ab-
surdities. Like an acid and an alkali, when
taken separately, they are equally removed
from the healthful and refreshing cordials of
Gospel truth; and when blended, they mutu- .
ally destroy each other, and form a compound
vapid and tasteless and useless:

And in this view of the subject where will
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Universalism flee for support? Ithas sought
to shelter itself under the idea that the curse
of God's law threatens only a temporary
punishment. But this on examination cquld
not be supported ; for it was found such an
idea would be incompatible with the very
genius and general tenor of the Gospel. Such
a curse, it has been shown, could not be a
temporary punishment, but less than the
transgressor would actually suffer, for in that
case this excess of suffering would be unjust;
it could not be more than any condemned
.sinner will actually suffer, for no such curse
is revealed: it would be a scare-crow terror,
hung up to indicate a punishment to which
the sinner was never exposed, and which he
never could suffer; this would be a trifling
and an inconsistency of which God could ne-
ver be guilty. Again it was seen that this
punishment could not be temporary, and just
equal to what the damned would actually
suffer, for that would blot cut at once all the
prominent features of the Gospel,—it would
destroy the idea of - salvation, of forgiveness,
and of grace; neither could this curse be an
indefinite temporary punishment, threatening
only just enough to bring the sinner to re-
pentance and salvation, for this would involve
a numerous train of unscriptural and irration-
al absurdities. The curse, therefore, viewed
separate from the atonement, and as a part
of the Divine law, must be endless torment.
[Driven from this ground, we have followed
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this system to its vain and unscriptural con-

- fidence, that whatever the law threatens to

the transgressor, Christ has unconditionally
redeemed him from its curse. .- And we have
found that the atonement neither repeals the

law, nor unconditionally satisfies the.curse,

but only makes provision for repentance -and
salvation when the sinner repemts. and be-
lieves. All, therefore; who love not the Lord
Jesus Christ, are under. the curse; and. all
who continue to reject the Gospel, and obey

not its truths, are damned,—shall not see life;

for the wrath of God abideth on them,—where
Christ is gone they cannot go; but must go

into hell fire, where their worm dieth not, and

' the fire is not quenched—and the smoke of
their torment ascendeth up for ever and ever.
Impenitent sinner! tremble at the thoaght.
Do you say it is impossible God should pun-
ish a sinner thus! for you cannot think of it
without horror! God never intended you
should—he never intended to make a toler-
able hell. It is only perhaps because you
have imagined the curse of the law to be tri-
fling, that you have hitherto continued in sin.
Now, then, look atyour danger in all its fear-
ful and terrible character; and fly, while you
ma{, to the atoning sacrifice, “ For Christ
hath redeemed you from the curse of the law,
being made a.curse for you.” :
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OBJECTIONS
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Mass., at the clos¢ of the preceding Discussion.
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¢ But I have a fow.things against thee, because thou
hast there them that hold the doctrine of Balaam, who
taught Balak to cast a stumbling block before the chil-
dren of Israel, to eat things sacrificed unto idols, and to
comumit fornication. - - : :

¢ So hast thou alse them that hold the doctrine of the
Nicolaitanes, which thing I hate,” Rev. ii, 14, 15.

THERE is no system of religion, philosophy,
or politics, however long established, and
however strongly supported, but may, in
some of its forms, and in some of its parts, be
opposed and objected to with some appear-
ance of plausibility. And so long as the
opposers of any system exert themselves to
find fault with that system, without attempting
to build one of their own, they may long Yxeep
the field, and make work for the friends of
truth. Such hitherto has been the contest
between Universalists and anti-Universalists.
The long-established doctrine of future pun-
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ishment has been assailed, and .varioiis argu-
ments. haye been- brought up to disprove it.
The friends of truth have met these arguments,
and pointed out their futility, and in. their turn
have held forth the arguments in favour of
their system, eonscious that they would hear
examination and opposition. In the mean
time .the numbers of the opposers have in-
creased,—not because the foundations ef the.
old system. have been-shaken, but because
those in the opposition had no system of their -
own to be demoligshed ; therefore, though al-
ways repulsed .in their assaults upon others,
yet they could still keep the.field, and were
always ready to rally anew. I say, had no
system of their own: one idea-of their own
they have indeed annexed, and that is, that all
men will ultimately be saved; but this, as will
soon be seen, was rather a loose and undi-
gested notion, than a system of religious truth;
and was exhibited under such different forms
that it could not well be attacked. Never-
theless, it was sufficient for a rallying paint ;
and one more congenial with the depraved -
heart could not be devised, It affords such a
comfortable hope for those who wish to pro-
crastinate repentange, or entirely dispense
with it; it is such a pleasing substitute for the
self-denying, cross-bearing doétrines of the
Gospel, that quite a proportion of the world
of sinners are disposed to favour this doctrine;
on first hearing it named, before they have
examined any of the argiments by which it is
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defented. -Every man, in any -degree ac-
quainted with the operations of ‘the human
mind, must sec at once what an influence this
predisposition, in favour of an idea, must have
on the judgment :—it will make sophistry ap-
pear like sound argument, and the slightest
appearance. of support like a strong defence. -
To this principally is to be attributed the in-
crease of Universalists -at the present day.
They have also derived quite an accession of
influence and of numbers from another source.
The last century teemed with open infidels.
These exhausted all their resources of wit,
learning, and argument, to disprove the vali-
dity and Divine authenticity of the Scriptures.
But their efforts were vain, and worse than
vain, for the cause of infidelity; for their ar-
guments were so ably refuted, and the proofs
of revelation were so clearly exhibited, by the
friends of the Bible, that infidelity was obliged
" to yield to the force of argument, and either
leave the ground or put on a mask. The
latter alternative was chosen by many; and
Universalism presented itself as a mask, ex-
actly suited to their wishes. Here they could
keep up the appearance of being believers in
revelation, and yet deny all that was offensive
in its doctrines, and w off all that was
uncomfortablein its restraints. Thus strength-
ened and encouraged, Universalism has gra-
dually put on 2 more systematic form, and
in proportion as it has been met by its op-
Pposers, it has been driven to the necessity of
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teking some positions, and advancing some
indistinct features of a system that are more
visible and tangible than before. Now, there-
fore, those who stand by the ancient land
mark have other work beside mere defence.
“They may assail Universalism on its own
ground,—show the weakness of its  posi-
tions;—the absurdity of its-arguments,—the
incoherency of its. parts—the unreasonable
and unscriptural character of jts doctrines ;—
and-where it does not assume a form that can
be approached, at least its indefiniteness and
eonfusion can be pointed out; and these, in
the mind of the candid and reflecting, cannot
fail of constituting an objection to the system
itself. '

In this way I propose, at this time, to do
something; bringing all that I advance in the
form of objections against Universalism itself.
And this I do the more readily because I
think Universalism a great error,—and if so,
a very dangerous error,—one that will pro-
bably prove fatal to most of its supporters.
I do it, too, because I -think controversy on
this subject will elicit light, and because I
consider the objections against this doctrines
of a serious and important character, and
such ag, if they cannot be removed, ought to
prevail to the destruction of the system. But
if they can be removed fairly, they should be,
that those who now feel their force, may give
them up and become Universalists. I do not_
expect, however, thatsthose who are deter-

1
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mined to be Universalists, .and -who rest em
that system for their only hope, will be likely
to be convinced, or -even staggered in their
opinion by- the strongest objections; for,
# A man convinced against his will.
Is of the same opimien still.”
My appeal is to the candid. 1f any man is
willingly ignorant, “let him be ignorant.”

1. I object to the indefinite manner in which
the doctrine of universal salvation is held;
and the confusion and shifting of the. argu-
ments by which it is defended. . -

1 make this my first objection, because; as
has been already intimated, this looseness and
confusion is that which of all other circum-
stances, contributes most, perhaps, to keep
the doctrine in countenance, and prevent its
being fully overthrown. If Universalism be
true, never was a system of truth, it is be-
lieved, so confused: if it is false, never did
error put on an appearance more like itself,

Itisindefinite. One pointis assumed, and it
is this, and this alone which characterizes the
doctrine, viz., that all men will ultimately get
to heaven ; but when, or by what means they
_will get there, are subjects in which the advo-
cates of this doctrine are not agreed. Some,
and perhaps the greater part of modern Uni-
versalists, think all will be purified here, and
at death go immediately to heaven; others
think there will be a preparatory process be-
tween death and the resurrection ; and others
expect & period of punishment indefinitely
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long after the resurrection. Nor is there a
greater uniformity in respect to the means or
manner of their salvation. Some expect to
be saved through the infinite merits of Christ;
and others because of the triflingdemerit of sin.
One expects irresistible grace here will draw
him, another that irresistible justice hereafter,
will drive him to holiness and heaven. This
- one talks of free agency, another of fatality.
Some expect to be purified by the blood of
Christ, and others by fire, or some other dis-
ciplinary process. One is expecting salva-

tion by the forgiveness of sins, another by .

suffering out the whole demerit of his trans-
gressions, and a third, “with a confusion
worse confounded,” thinks he cannot fail of
salvation, because he expects to suffer the
whole penalty of his sins, and be forgiven too,
and thus by a double claim he enters the gate
of paradise. And the arguments by which,
not only different persons, but the same per-
son, at different times, defend their system,
are_equally various, and inconsistent with
each other: insomuch that it has become pro-
verbial, that-a Universalist cannot, in argu-
ment, be confined to any one paint. It may
be said, thisis prejudice and misrepresentation.
But if it i3, why is the impression so generally
made upon the minds of anti-Universalists?
Arminians do not complain that Calvinists do
not reason clearly, nor Calvinists that Armi-
nians do not; but both Calvinists and Armi-
nians complain that they cannot confine Uni-
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versalists steady to any point. And I believe
this is a general impression on the public mind.
It may be denied, I know, and like all other
similar subjects which do not admit of demon-
stration, it must be left to the observation and
judgment of those who are disposed to look
into it. One thing, however, is certain; the
system itself is very loose and indefinite: and
we should of course infer that the arguments.
in favour of it must be so too. To prove
that this is a loose and an indefinite system, we
need only quote the language of Mr. Hosea
Ballou, in his Treatise on the Atonement,* a
work which has been triumphantly termed,
“ unanswered, and unahswerable.” He says,
¢« perhaps the reader will say, he has read a
number of authors on the doctrine of Univer-
salism, and finds considerable difference in
their systems. That I acknowledge is true.”
(Mark, he acknowledges our objection true.)
“ But,” he adds, “all agree in the main point,
viz., that universal holiness and happiness is
the great object of the Gospel plan.” Mr.
Ballou means undoubtedly that all men will
finally be holy and happy. This is precise-
ly what we say, that they assume the one
desired, much desired point to be true, and
then go about to prove it as they can ; if one
‘way will not do, another must ; for the main
point must stand at any rate. Mr. Ballou says
farther: “ As for the different ways in which in-
dividuals believe their work will be done, it
# More properly a treatise against tho atonemony.
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proves nothing against the main point.” Does
it not? Inmy view it proves much against the
main point ; and for the following reasons :—

1. Truth'is clear and definite, but error is
always confused. Truth starts from the
same point, and moves in a direct line, but
error is always changing its position and di-
rection. The proofs of a true system are
always consistent with each other, as well
as with the system itself, but the arguments
- by which error is maintained, having no ac-
curate, common measure ameng themselves,
are therefore inconsistent and contradictory.
Though the advocates of a false system may
begin to build together on the same founda-
tion, yet like the builders of ancient Babel,
before they progress far their language be-
comes confounded, so that they can neither
be understood by each other, nor by those
around them. When therefore a doctrine is
found to possess all these marks of error, it
becomes at least very doubtful. ’

2. When the proofs of a system professed-
ly founded on revelation vary so much, and
are so contradictory in the hands of its sup-
porters, this is almost demonstration that
these proofs are not clearly revealed. If all
men are ultimately to be saved, we should
expect the thing itself, and the means by
which it is to be brought about, would be re-
vealed in the Bible; especially when the
Scriptures are designed to reveal salvation
to man, and to point out to him the way by
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which it is accomplished. Has infinite wis-
dom so failed in its work, as to blind the
minds of the great body of believers in the
Bible from the beginning until now, so that
they have not believed in Universalism ?
And at last when some men have got a
glimpse of the system, it is so darkly reveal-
ed that they differ in their views as widely as
the poles, and their plans are as contradicto-
ry as truth and error!
3. This union in the main proposition, and
this variety and contradiction in the proofs,
‘ very naturally lead us to the conclusion that
the main proposition is first assumed as true,
without regard to the proefs. Indeed the
conviction seems almost irresistible, that if
this main point had been reached by a chain
of evidences that led to it, all who arrived at
this conclusion would do it by pursuing a
corresponding course; and therefore would
support their position by corresponding argu-
ments. On the contrary, when a point is
assumed without proof, and its supporters are
pressed for their reasons, we might expect
the different individuals would bring up the
best thing they could think of at the time,
and when these were taken away they would
resort to some other, and so would keep
changing the character of their proofs pre-
cisely. as Universalism now does. Such a
course very justly brings suspicion upon a
system. That edifice must be air-hung that
is commenced at the top ; and that system is
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no better which starts with what ought to be
the conclusions, and ends with thre premises.

4. Once more. - When a system inthe hands
of its advocates is continually changing its
forms and its evidences, when it i§ obscure
and indefinife in its parts and proofs, it is no
breach of charity to cenclude that its sup-
porters themselves are afraid to define #t, lest
it should not bear examination. If they who
fhave examined it so much, and therefore best
know ‘its strength, if those who extol it so
“highly, and profess to trust in it so confi-
dently; date not define it clearly,and arrange
all its parts'systematically, there is certainly
strong presumption that they fear to venture
an engagement on fair and open ground. If
they can intrench themselves behind a ram-
part of negatives, and define nothing clearly,
they have, at least,more hope that they shall
avoid a general defeat. Mr. Ballou has ac-
knowledged his fears on this point, and given
our objection its full force. “I had been
often solicited,” he saysin hisTreatise on the
Atonement, “to write and publish my gene-
ral ideas on the Gospel, &c.; but I have de-
clined, on the groand that it might be attend-
ed with disagreeable consegmences, as it is
impossible to determine wheéther the “ideas
which we entertain at the present time are
agreeable to those which we shall be under
the necessity of adopting after we have had’
more expetience ™ This isa very important
eoncession, not only as it shows their system
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to be of recent date, as we shall notice more
particularly hereafter, but also as it shows
the reason why Universalists dare not define
their doctrine,—they are .afraid of disa-
greeable consequences,—they fear they shall
be under the “necessity” of changing their

ound, as ‘indeed they have been. Who

oes not know that they have been “under
the necessity,” in very deed, of adopting new
ideas, and varying the.features. and proofs of
their system until the present day. And even
now if one would attack it, he hardly knows
what to attack; he finds it a very Proteus, it
changes its shape before one can describe it;
and after labouring long to prove it false, it
is found to have assumed another form, and
the man has lost all his labour.. Like the
fabled Hydra of antiquity, this system has
many heads, and when. one is cut off there
are athers left, and when these are assailed
the former springs out anew. Notonly does
it change its shape, but like an ignis fatuus,
it changes its place before one can. get his
hand on it. It stays nowhere long enough
to be described and examined by the rule. of
truth, or attacked by the arguments of truth.
If this doctrine is true, I should be glad to
embrace it; but I certainly could never can-
sent to embrace, I know not what. Let
Universalists inform us what their system is,
let them give a consistency to its parts, a dis-
tinct portraiture to its features, and a perma-
nency to its proofs ; then they. may submit it
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to the examination of the public, and if it will
bear the test, we will all. become Universal-
ists. But till then, thinking men, candid men,
and men who love .the truth, and dig after it
as for hid treasures, will not embrace the
doctrine. . But so long. as Universalists are
afraid to define their system; lest, as Mr.
Balloy says, they should meet with disagree-
able consequences, their. system will be de-
servedly suspected. Truth is afraid of no-
thing: it dares face a world; but a system
that shows itself so partially and fearfully ;
that builds itself up more by pulling down
others than by establishing any thing.of its
own, that puts. on se ‘many turnings and
windings as it partially presents itself to view,
is so much like error, if it.is not error itself,
that ‘'we fear to confide in it.

It is worthy of notice too, that as this diver-
sity and copfusion on the subject does not
make them fall out with the system itself, so
neither, in the general, does it make them
fall out with each other. It is.true there is
of late a little stir in the eamp of Universal-
ism, and some of the Restorationists begin to
oppose the modern school of Universalists.
This is an encouraging symptom. It is en-
couraging to its opposers; for we believe
if Universalists ence begin to examine their
own ground, and probe each other’s views,
anti-Universalists will have little todo. And
this too is the only ground on which Univer-
salists themselves, if their system be true, can
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hope to succeed. “For though their numbers
have been increased from the causes alrea-
dy shown, yet it is not in the nature of things
that so crude and indigested and multiform a
system as Universalism now is, can long
keep itself in countenance beforé an intelli-
‘gent public. If it is all erroneous, the heter-
ogeneous mass cannot long cohere; and if
it has any of the precious metal. of truth
about it, it cannot pass as current coinm until
it has purged itself from the dross, and has
put on the distinct and pure form of the cur-
rency of truth. "We hope, therefore, Univer-
salists will look about themselves, and purify
their own system, if they can. At present,
they have done but little in this way.. When
they have accomplished this work, it is be-
lieved there will be but little left of Univer-
salism. And this is evidently what Uni-
versalists fear. Therefore, they use every
means to prevent' a rupture among them-
selves. Fatalists, Freewillers, Unitarians,
Trinitarians, the followers of Winchester and
of Ballou, Deists, New Harmonists, all unite
in associations and.in societies, in settli

ministers and supporting periodicals, and all
is well, if they can only agree in the main
point, as Mr. B. calls it The impenitent
multitude throng after them, and seem to
say, Only tell us we shall all get to heaven,
—only assure usthereis no danger of that eter-
nal fire, which we have been taught to dread,
and to expect, and prove it by saying many
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. partial sects, and by talking much, in general

terms, about the love of God; and for the
rest, you may point out many ways, different
ways, or new ways,—it is all the same to
us. This is the practical language of Uni-
versalists. And it is evidently the fruit, not
of Christian love, but of an'indifference to
truth, and a determination to adhere to a fa-
vourite proposition, by supporting it, if they
can, or without support, if they must. :

" OBJECTION II:

UNIvERsALISM is supported by arguments
which prove too much for the system, and
which, when pursued, run into absurdities,
and contradict matter of fact. ,

We have already seen that Universalism
supports itself principally by attackingothers,
and by intrenching itself beﬂind negative pro-
positions. It sometimes, however, ventures
upon assertions ; but these assertions are so
framed, as to take the form of objections to
other systems. And since-this is the chosen
weapon to carry on the controversy, it be-
comes the advocates of truth to array them-

. selves in the same armour. For in this way

alone can the arguments on each side have
their proper, comparative weight. If this is
a wise method of contending for the truth,
we shall have the honour of answering wise
men according to their wisdom ; if otherwise,
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we shall obey Solomon, who directs to “ an-
swer a fool according to his folly.” If the
objections made “to the doctrine of eternal
punishment, when they have their full weight,
contradict mattor of fact; or if they lie with
equal weight against the doctrine which they
are supposed to support, it must follow of
necessity, that these objections are too objec-
_tionable to be of any service to” the cause .of
Universalism, and too futile to be of any
weight against the doctrine of endless misery.

“This doctrine,” it is said, “is derogato-
ry to the character of God.” ~Wherein?
“ Why it proves, either that God is unable to
save all mankind, or he is not willing! If
you say he is able, and not willing, you im-
peach his goodness ;—if you say he is wil-
ling, but not able, you deny his omnipotence.”
This argument lies equally strong against li-
mited punishment hereafter, and even against
suffering in this world. The sufferings of
this life are proverbial. All ages and class-
es of beings are exposed to sufferings of mind
and of body, of the most severe kinds, which
finally terminate in death. Now, either God
is unable to prevent these sufferings, or he is
unwilling. If you say he is unable, you de-
ny his omnipotence ; or if you acknowledge
his power, and yet say he is unwilling, you
impeach his goodness. But it is replied,
¢ There is more propriety in temporary suf-
fering than in eternal misery 7 Not if tem-
porary suffering is unnecessary. If eternal
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punishment is necessary, there is a propriety
in it, and not otherwise; and if temporary
punishment is unnecessary, there is no man
of common sense and candour that would
say there is the least propriety in it. And if
you can conceive of God being guilty of a
small impropriety, in punishing men so se-
verely in this-world, [ can as readily con-
ceive that the same defective God may be .
guilty of a great impropriety, and punish
them eternally. A perfect God can no more
conduct improperly in one case than in ano-
ther. ¢ True, but temporary suffering is ne-
cessary, in order that man may know how to
prize and enjoy happiness. Formuch of our
relish of happiness is by comparing it with
" pain, with which we have beén experiment-
ally acquainted.” And can God give us this
relish for happiness in no other way? Must
there be some pain, in order that there may
be a good deal of happiness? Must there be -
some suffering, that heaven may be the
sweeter —Give me that argument, and it is
all I want to do away your objection to end-
‘less misery. “But,? it is yeplied, “ God
must certainly be deficient -in wisdom, if not
in power and goodness, if he could devise no
other system by which to govern his crea-
tures, and make heaven glorious, than one
that involves the eternal misery of a part of
mankind.” And we in our turn beg leave to
say, on the same principles God is certainly
deficient in wisdom, if not in power and good-
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ness, if he could devise no other system by
which to govern his creatures, and give them
a relish for happiness, but such a one as in-
volves so much temporary suffering of ail
mankind. - If eternal misery, as a part of
God’s system of moral government, proves
him greatly deficientin wisdom, certainly the
temporary sufferings of all his creatures, as
a necessary part of his moral government,
proves him some deficient in wisdom. And
a perfectly wise God could no more be defi-
cient in the one .case than in the other.
Again, it is objected to the doctrine of end-

- less misery, “ Would not that God, who is

infinitely powerful and good, if he foresaw
(as he must, unless he was imperfect in
knowledge) that the introduction of sin
would be attended with endless consequences
of misery to some of his creatures, have pre-
vented the introduction of sin into the world ?
Surely he had power to prevent it; why did
he suffer it?” And on the same principles we
ask, Would not that same God have prevent-
ed sin, if he had foreseen (as he must, or be
imperfect in knowledge) that it would have
involved his creatures in so' much suffering
and pain, and that it would occasion so much
confusion and disorder in the world? Surely
he had power to preventit. Why did he
suffer it? "Does it make him any the less an
imperfect God in the one case than in the
other? Butin reply to this we are told, «If
sin had not been introduced, we never should
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have seen the perfections of God displayed
in the plan of redemption.” With the same
propriety it may be said, if God had not suf-
fered free agents to transgress, he never could
have displayed his character as a moral Gov-
ernor,—his faithfulness in performing his pro-
mise,—his justice in punishing ‘men,—his
goodness ip rewarding obedience. And if it
was not derogatory to the character of God,
to suffer that to take place, which involved
80 much temporary misery and disorder, be-
cause it gave him an opportunity of display-
ing his perfections in the plan of salvation, so
neither is it derogatory to the character of
God, to suffer that to take place, which will
undoubtedly involve the endless misery of
some, because it gives him an opportunity of
displaying his perfections, as the moral Gov-
‘ernor of the world. “But God,” it is urged,
“will permit ne more suffering and seeming
disorder in this world, than he will overrule
for the general good. They shall all ‘work
out a far more exceeding and eternal weight
of glory.” The individual suffering here shall
promote the general happiness of all hereaf-
ter.” So neither will God permit or inflict
any more suffering, in case of the endless
misery of some, than he will overrule for the
general good of the universe. And none
can prove that the' general good of the uni-
verse does not require that endless misery
should be a part of God’s system of mo-
ral government, Till that is done, no ra-
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tional objection can lie against the doc-
trine. “But I cannot see how the punish-
ment of some souls eternally, can be requir-
ed by God’s system of government.” Your
seeing or not seeing has nothing to do with
the argument. Neither could you have seen
how any misery would be connected with
God’s system of government, if matter of fact
had not proved that it was so. If you do not
believe, because you cannot see why it should
be so, you should be_consistent with your-
self, and believe nothing till you could ac-
count for it. You should believe nothing
till you could comprehend the Almighty, and
understand all that his wisdom can devise;
—that is, you should not believe in God, nox
in any of his works, till you yourself have
become a god. The sum is, If it was neces-
sary that sin, thoughit involved so much evil
as we know exists, should be suffered, be-
cause it was the only way in which such a
display of God’s perfections could be made
as was made, in the plan of redemption, so it
may be necessary that sin,though it involves
the eternal misery of some, should be suffer-
ed to be, because God saw it was the best
way in which he could display his perfec-
tions, as the moral Governor of the universe.
In the same way it might be shown, as will
be seen in some subsequent objection, that -
the argument which Universalists draw,
from the circumstance that endless punish-
ment is abhorrent to their feelings, and that
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God will not inflict it, lies equally against the
sufferings of- this world, and against matter of
fact, and therefore it cannot be sound. The
faet is, on this subject, as on all others, feel-
ings, opinions, theories & priori, must all
yield to matter of fact, and to actual expe-
rience ; and with the candid and intelligent it
is only necessary to show,. that any argu-
ment, on which they rely to support any
system, if pushed out into its legitimate con-.
sequences, would contradict what we know
to be true. and they will immediately relin-
quish it. Men have become too intelligent to
be syllogized out of their senses. The spirit
of the present age will not permit it When
the philosophy and divinity of the schools
were in vigour—when metaphysical reason-
ings had the precedence of the senses, such
arguments might have weight. But, happy
for us, and fortunate for the cause of truth,
those days have gone by. We have only to
say, Such things are, and all objections must
cease. The assertion of what is, is truth ;
that which denies or contradicts what is, is
falsehood.
19
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OBJECTION III

UniversaLisx makes God cruel, unjust,"
and false to his creatures. -

It may be a matter of surprise, that we ob-
ject that to Universalism, which it brings as
an objection to our system ; for Universalists
profess to have 'found out a system which
alone frees the Divine character from cruelty
and injustice. But let the candid judge whe-
ther our charge is not supported. -

- Universalism is founded upon' predestina-
tion. Itis a fact which, it is presumed, will
not be denied, that most of the Universalists
through our country are fatalists ; and those
who are not, are evidently ignorant of their
system. To believe in the final salvation of
all men, and not believe in predestination and
irresistible grace, is an inconsistency, which
few men of sense and thought have long per-
sisted in. Hence many, who when they first
embraced the doctrine of universal salvation,
were Arminians as to human agency and the
work of grace upon the heart, have either
given up Universalism, or embraced predes-
tination. The more general motto now is,
“ Whatever is, is right.” Every thing is ac-
cording to the will of God. And laying these
premises, they go on to prove their doctrine
logically, thus:—

A merciful God will never punish his crea-
tures eternally, for unavoidable acts.
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‘All the actions of men are unavoidable be
ing fixed by the decree of God.

Therefore, God will never punish men
eternally.

Again :=~A merciful God will never purish
his creatures eternally, for doing his will.

All the aetions of men are according to hid
will and desire. i

Therefore, he will never punish men eter-
nally.’ ,

But God does punish men for their sins in
this- world, if not. in another, Universalists.
themselves being: judges. They talk about
suffering the penalty of the law, the hell of
conscience. And indeed the Scriptures abun-
dantly show that sinners are punished for
their sins. It follows then, on this plan, that
God is not merciful ; for he actually punishes
men for what they cannot help, and for what
is according to his will. This conclusion from
the premises, is as clear as the shining.of the
sun, and I challenge Universalists to get rid
of it. Itis folly to.say he is merciful, in this
punishment, because he designs it to reclaim
them, and thus prepare them for greater hap-
piness. For, 1. If they are now in-their cha-
racter and conduct just what he would have
them be, which must be granted, on-the ground
of predestination, then to talk of reclaiming
them is to talk nonsense. Reclaim them
from what? From being and doing what God
willed they should pe and do? Altered
they may be, but this can never be called a
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reclaim. 2. But why punish them to effect
this alteration? Such an arbitrary aot of in-
flicting suffering upon an innocent being, whe-
ther for an hour or an age, is, as to the prin-
ciple of misery, equally oppressive and cruel.
Certainly, an infinitely wise and powerful .
Wod must be unmerciful to cause his crea-
tures to sufferin undergoing an alteration from
a state in which he placed them, into another
state of his own choosing. If man was al-
lowed to be a free agent in this affair, having
power to choose .and act either way, and in
the exercise of this power went contrary to
God’s will, there would be justice; and mercy-
too, in causing him to be put under the disci-
pline of suffering ; but in case of necessity, I
am astonished that men, who believe as they
profess, in a system which above all others
represents God in his true dress of mercy and
justice, should hold to such a cruel doctrine as
this,—that God punishes his creatures for do-
ing what they could not help, and for what
was agreeable to his will. I freely confess
this is charging more upon God than I can
ever believe. Of all cruel aspersions that
has ever been cast upon his character, this
takes the lead. This vindication of the cha-
racter of God is like Joab’s saluting Amasa,
or Judas Christ. It stabs what it professes
to embrace,—while it pretends a friendly sa-
lute, it betrays. I do not mean to say that
Universalists see and moralize all the bear-
ings of this doctrine. But if they are igno-
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rant of it, it affords a striking proof of the
delusion the mind is subject to, when it de-
termihes to carry a favourite point, at all
events. .

Predestination then must be given up,—
that is, the certain salvation of all mankind
must be given up; for that doctrine is builé
on predestination, or eise God is cruel and
unjust. Let Universalism avoid this dilemma
if it can.

But once more, under this objection. Uni-
versalism not only makes God cruel and un-
just, but it makes him false to his creatures.

The Scriptures represent many things as
cqutrary to the will of God; but how can
that be, if every thing takes place according
to his will? Has God forbidden murder, and
all other crimes, and yet are all these crimes
according to his will? Has he given us a rule
to walk by, and yet influences us to transgress
it? So it seems, if predestination be true. 1Is
not this deception? Is it not an imposition ?—
But again, if God made us just as we are, he
certainly made conscience, that inward mo-
nitor, which becomes so troublesome to the
transgressor. And what does conscience say ?
It says, “ Thou hast done wrong.” It smites
the sinner, and excites such anguish in the
breast, as induces Universalism to give it the
name of “ the hell of donscience ;” supposing
it to be all that is meant by those strong ex-
pressions in Scripture which describe the sin~

"ner’s hell. But how false are all these
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reprovings of censcience, when the man has
only been doing the will of God ! that which
God necessitated him to do ;—that which it
was absolutely necessary he should do, in
order to qualify him for heaven! Does God
then raise up- witnesses to testify to a lie?
To make a man believe that he is to blame
for doing that which he could not avoid?
Does God influence a man to pass a judgment
upon himself, that he has been doing wrong,
when be has only been doing the will of God.-
merely for a pretence to punish him after with
all the horrors of a “hell of conscience?”
Not only the Scriptures then must be thrown
aside, but conscience must be accounteg a
bugbear,—the creation of a false education.-
For to call it the messenger of God in the
soul, is to say God has sent a messenger
to raise false alarms, to testify to .untruths.
But even this will not rid us of the difficulty.
For though conscience be the fruit of a bad °
education, yet if God controls all things irre-
sistibly, that education was his work, the re-
sult of his influence. God caused him to be
thus educated and deceived, and thus the de-
ception, after all, comes from God. Pursue
the idea a little farther. God, according to
this doctrine, subjected man to all his igno-
- rance here ;—he is the direct and determining
cause of all his ideas,-and of .all his volitions,
and of all his sentiments. Now, whatever the
Bible teaches, it is certain many believe it
teaches eternal punishment, This has an in-
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fiuence upon their conduct, and so God’s will
is preferred by them, through this false idea,
which, since God intended it should have the
very effect it does have, was, of course,
brought upen them for this very end. That
. is, God deceives his creatures in order to ac-
complish his purposes. But to proceed a
little farther. A man believing in eternal
punishment is taken sick,—expects to die,— *
supposes he has outstood his day of grace,
and an endless hell must be his-portion ; mark
how he writhes in an agony of despair,—hear
his iroans and shrieks,—see his face gather
blackness,—his.imagination pictures a gaping
hell opening to receive him,—devils already
surround his  bed to hurry him away!—he
cries out, I am going to hell |—I am in hell{
—and expires. His beloved companion goes
frantic with grief,—his friends are in the same
delusion, and suppose their friend has gone to
an interminable hell. Their feelings who can
describe? Even the stranger that looks on,
feels his blood curdle in his veins, while such
a horror rans over him, as to make him feel
that the room is the antichamber of the damn-
ed. Now whence is all this, and what is it
for? I tell thee, kind hearer, the God that
fixes and determines every thing, has imposed
a false belief on this wretched being ;}—he has
made him believe there is an endless hell, but
there is, in reality, no such thing;—he has
driven him to despair of mercy, but he wili,
in the other world, show him merey ;—in short,

y N
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the whole was a piece of decepfion. But you
must know.God has his object in all this ;—
this man, if he had never known despair,
never could have realized se fully his deliver-
.ance ! God brought him into-this ageny, and
lashed and tormented himi awhile, that he
might surprise and ravish kim the more with
the joys of his deliverance! What trifling?
what deception ! what cruelty is this, to attri-
Bute to the Almighty! Whatever else I may
believe, may I never believe, may I never be-
‘Heve this, of the infinitely perfect God. May
I never embrace & system that involves this
-idea. Having gone so far, I should be driven
into Atheism, and maintain there was no God,
rather than believe in such a trifling, deceiving,
.cruel God as this. . :

p—

"OBJECTION IV.

UnivERsALIsM does not draw its chief sup-
port from the Bible.

That it professes to draw i{s sappert from
the Bible, I am not disposed to deny. But
in practice and profession it does not agree.
Even when recourse is had to Scripture, in
proving or defending their system, how is the
sacred text tortured! 'Who that has read Mr.
Ballou’s account of the fall, his denial of the
existence of evil spirits, his explanation of the
parables, &c., &c.; or who that has heard the
arguments and explanations a short time
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since in this desk, but, in the spirit 6f candonr,
must say, If this is the way-te explain Scrip-
ture; then any thing may be affirmed or de-
nied, and the Scripture can be made to sup-
portit? Who that has heard the explanation
generally given by Universalists to the'last
" paragraph of Matt. xxv, but must say, Uni-
versalists make the Scriptures mean.any
thing, or nothing, as suits their system.  Itis
a common answer from Universalists, at the
present day, when a passage of Seripture is
brought up, “ Ah! that is figurative.” And
with this short and easy answer, every passage
against them is set aside. For having once
decided that it is figorative, they then assume
the right to understand the figure as they
Please. I do not deny that there are figures
and metaphors in the Bible; and some of
them, especially in the Old Testament, diffi-
‘cult to be understood. Bat for men to sup-
pose a figure when they please, and then
explain it as they please, with no reference
to the rules of language or of criticism, nor
to any thing else, but their own particular
creed, is trifling with, and misusing any au-
thor ;—to do so with the Bible is impious. It
may serve the turn of those who have a main
point to defend at all hazards; but it can
never satisfy the intellizent mind of an-honest
inquirer after truth. To explain away the
Bible in this way carries e+ ery unbiassed re-
flecting mind to the conclusion, that those who
do it know little of the meaning of the Bible,
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and care less, provided they can,in a plau-
sible and apparently decent manner, set it
aside, or wrest it to serve their own purposes.
I am driven to this conclusion, by the force
of the evidence which Universalists themselves
exhibit, in their defence of their system. If it
is thought the opinion-is a hard ene, let Uni-
versalists remove the evidence ;—we must
" judge from what we.see. And we are more
COl ed in this opinion from another consi-
deration :—A great proportion of Universal-
ists, when you quete Scripture to them, wil
answer, Whatever it means, it does not mean
as you say, for it contradicts my reason.
Here the whole system of infidelity throws off
its mask ;—another standard than the Scrip-
tures is found, to which the word of God is
brought, to try its truth. Nothing more is
wanting to complete this system of infidelity,
than, like the -Franch philesophers, to bring
out their goddess Reason, and openly pay to
her Divine honours. “But are we not to be
reasonable men?” Yes; and then only are
you reasonable men; when you acknowledge
the Almighty to be infinitely your superior,—
and that he must be true, though every man
is thereby made a liar. His werd must and
will stand, when all your limited reasoning,
yea, when heaven.and earth shall pass away.
“ But is the word of God contrary to reason$”
Not contrary to cternal reason, which is no-
thing less than the will of God. But it is often
contrary to the reason of man, who is a crea-
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ture of yesterday, and khows comparatively
nothing. If not, then man’s reason is infinite
and infallible. And if so, we have, as before
observed, only to--worship our goddess, for
she is already deified. 'Beside, if our reason
is infallible, we need no other- revelation.
" The Bible is altogether superfluous as a stand-
ard of faith. - In short, the whole of this rea-
soning goes to say, that the Bible is not the
word of God. And if this is what Universal-
ists mean, we wish them to come out, and be -
open ‘on the subject.. There is a species of
cowardice attached to a system that does not
show itself under its true colours. ¥f Univer-
sdlists mean ‘to say, that they have their
doubts of the inspiration of the Bible, let them
. be heonest and ‘open in their infidelity, and
then we'shall’know where to meet them. )
. But it is not reason alonethat is introduced
* as a standard of faith. Our feelings,—the
short-sighted sympathies of our nature,—are
brought-up to disprove the doetrine of future
punishment. “ It is shocking to my feelings,”
says one, “to think of endless misery; all the
tender sympathies of human nature revolt at
it.” And what does that prove? Are our
. feelings and our sympathies a standard of
truth? If so, we need neither reason nor re-
velation to help us to our creed. But who
before ever discovered that our short-sighted
sympathies were given us to form our reli-
gious systern by? - If our feelings are shocked
at the miseries. of the finally invpenitent, I
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should infer that they were designed as a spur
to excite us to make our escape,.and to stir
us up in our-endeavours, to urge others to flee
the wrath to come. This looks consistent. and
" natural: And in this view of the subject I can
see they have their use, and are designed to
answer an important purpose in the econom

of God.- But this purpose is entirely frustrated,
a;xd‘these sympathies prevented, when, instead
of being used as excitements to our attention
to that, which by a proper standard has been
found to be truth, they are themselves used
as'a standard-of truth. What were designed
to prompt us to-action, are. the cause of our
‘inactivity.! " What miserable philosophy (not
to say divinity) is this! If we had nothing
within that would shudder at the idea of pun-
ishment, ‘we. should -have no inducement to
make our escape, or persuade others to es-
cape. And yet because we-do shudder at the
idea of endless punishment, we conclude there
is no such thing. What a faculty man pos-
sesses of turning the good gifts of God into
instruments of his own destruction! Of per-
* verting the truth of God into a lie! But let
us try this famous touchstone of truth by
matter of fact. If I understand the argument,
it is this :— My feelings, and all the tender
sympathies of my nature, are shocked at the
idea of endless misery; therefore endless mi-
sery is not true. God, whose tender compas-
siqn far exceeds mine, will not suffer it.” To
this I answer :—My feelings, and all the ten-
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der sympathies of my nature, are shocked at
the idea of the horrible tortures and cruelties
of the inquisition ; therefore I believe -there
was pever any such thing. God, whose ten-
der compassion infinitely exceeds-mine, never
could have suffered it. . Again, when Christ
approached-Jefrusalem, the idea of its speedy
and final destruction shocked the sympathies
of the man Christ Jesus, and so harrowed up
the feelings of his soul, that he wept over the
devoted city. Now as Jesus. Christ had all
power in heaven and earth, and as the emo-
tions of his holy and sanctified sympathies
were a much surer standard of right than ours
can be, therefore, on the above principle, we
must conclude these evils never did come up-
on that city; Jesus Christ would not have
suffered it We knew Jesus Christ predicted
the event, and . we have very particular ac-
counts that it came to pass as predicted. But
what does that signify? De not our feelings
revolt at it? and must we not believe our
feelings? Christ’s feelings revolted at it, and:
are not his feelings a standard? .Who does -
not see the fallacy of such reasoning? and
yet such reasoning as this entirely does away
the force of Scripture in the minds of Univer-
salists ; or so far invalidates it, as to render
it of little use in the controversy. It causes.
them to look upon these passages which
prove endless punishment, as meaning nothing,
or any thing, but what their most obvious con-
struction requires; and those passages that:
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appear to have some bearing wpon their side
of the question, are to them strong proof.
For this reason, and for the other stated un-
der this head, we object to Universalism.
That system which cannot be supported by
‘the Bible is false.' That system which has
manifestly led to a false construction of the
Scriptures, or has evidently weakened the
force of Divine truth upon the mind, is mani-
Sestly and evidently false. -

I3

——

OBJECTION V.

THE doctrine of universal salvation is the
religion of the natural heart; and therefore
cannot be the religion of the Bible.

I suppose, not even Universalists them-
selves will deny that the Bible plainly'declares,
not merely in particular passages, biit in the
general scope of its doctrine, that the carnal
mind is enmity against God ;—that men are
strangers to God, and enemies by wicked
works ;—that sinners are represented as loving
sin, and as employed in the service of Satan,
and “hate Christ” and “ his words;’—that they
teach. the necessity of being renewed in.the
spirit of their minds, and that, in order to this,
self must be denied, and the cross of Christ
must be borne ;—the deeds of the flesh must
be mortified ;—the pride of the heart must be
humbled ;—unholy emotions must be resisted ;
—unhallowed propensities must be restrained,
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&c., &e. Al of which are represented under
the figures of dying to sin ;—crucifying the
old man ;—contending with our spiritual ene-
mies ;—fighting, wrestling, running, striving,
walching, &o.,—implying not only a vigorous
discipline, and great exertion, but also a pain-
ful exercise of soul, crossing to the feelings
of the human heart, and in-direct opposition
to the natural bent of the mind.

Ta impenitent sinners of both Jews and
Gentiles this doctrine was always as obnox-
ious as Jesus Christ hilmself was to the Jews.
It was to the Greeks foolishness, and to the
Jews a stumbling block. Those who felt the
sinfulness of sin, and resolved to forsake it,
received this doctrine with-joy ; but those who
determined to live according to the course of
this world, hated and opposed it; because it
testified- against its works, that they were evil.
And our Lord has tavght his disciples that it
would be 80. For, says he, “ Ye are not of-
the world, therefore the world hateth you.”
But it is not so with the dootrine we are op-
posing. No man rejects it, and feels opposed
to it, becavse he means to live in sin. But
this is rather the eause of his receiving it with
joy. The very vilest characters, the most
abandoned sinners, can receive this doctrine
without any oppositien of heart. You may
vindicate it with all the zeal you can manifest,
and with all the arguments possible, from
morning till night, and from Sabbath to Sab-
bath, to as an abandoned a congregation as
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can be found, and it don't offend them. . And
can this be the doctrine for which Christ was
hated, and for which he testified to his disci-
ples that they should be hated by the wicked
world ? o

- But itis'said, * Such do.not receive the doc-
trine of universal salvation; they only hear
the theory, but do not spiritually discern the
nature of the doctrine. Universal salvation
is universal love and universal holiness; and
all who properly receive it will feel that it is
opposed to sin of every kind.” How.many
times, in some form or another, has this plea
been made in favour of this flesh-pleasing
doctrine? - But it is as unsound as it is plea-
surable. Let us examine it. .

It has no weight against the objection we
have brought up. The objection states, that
impenitent sinners are, and ever have been,

- opposed to the Gospel, as preached by Christ
and his apostles; but they are not épposed to
the doctrine of universal salvation ; therefore
that is not the doctrine taught by our Lord
and his apostles. The reply is, “ Wicked
men, who rejoice in the doctrine of universal
salvation do not properly and experimentally
receive it.” Neither did those who opposed
the apostles’ doctrine, properly and experi-
mentally receiveit. Their hearts were against
the very theory of the doctrine. But the fore-
going reply acknowledges, that impenitent
sinners are pleased with the preaching and
theory of Universalism, and if so. ¢ne objec-
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tion to it stands good. The statement of the
argument is,—impenitent sinners are opposed
to the Gospel, as preached by our Lord and
his apostles ; but they are not opposed to the
preaching of Universalism; therefore Uni-
versalism is not the Gospel preached by our
Lord and his apostles.

The drunkard rejoices in Universalism, and
belches it out with the fumes of his own fetid
breath. The debauchee, the knave, the blas-
phemer, the worldling, and sinners of every
description, are not at all disturbed by this
system ; but they hail it and receive it as good
news of great joy to their unsanctified hearts.
And this view of the subject, a view which
none can, with any show of reason deny, while
it at once shows the unscriptural character of
this system, opens the way also to introdu:
another objection. . )

OBJECTION VI.

Tue doctrine of universal salvation is per-
nicious to the morals of society.

I know there is no objection made to this
doctrine that touches the sensibilities of its ad-
vocates so soon and so deeply as this. And
I am also well persnaded that there is little .
hope of its having any influence on the minds
of the warm advocates of this system other
than to offend or eprage them. It is not to
torment them before tlseir time,—it is not to
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-enrage and offend them, that the objection is
brought; but from-a firm cenviction of ‘its
truth ;- and that, if it is true, it ought to have,
and will have, much weight in turning the
‘controversial scales against the doctrine of
universal salvation, and in favour of the truth
of future punishment. And if men continve
to fall in with, support, and spread the doc-
trine we oppose, itis believed that the prac-
tical effect which. it will have upen commu-
nity, will one day open-their eyes. It ma

have its run like the French philosophy of the
last century. But, like that, it will open the
eyes of community to its bad tendencies, by
the corrupt fruit which it will bear. Univer-
_salists, however, think otherwise; and while
many say they should infer that their doctrine
would lead to licentiousness, they infer the
reverse of this. For, say they, Universalism
is love, and by it men are disarmed of their
enmity. I grant that where there is salvation
there is love. But to infer, because universal
salvation is universal love, therefore the
preaching of the doctrine, that all will cer-
tainly be saved, will beget universal love, is
to beg the question. It is to make salvation,
and the doctrine of salvation the same thing;
but we have already seen (Obj. V,) that it is
not; and the question now is not, what uni-
versal salvation would do, if it were experi-
enced ; but the question is, what doctrine will
be the most likely to reform the world, and
-what the most liZely to. encourage men to
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persist in sin,—the dootrine that sinners dying
in impenitency will never enjoy heaven, or
that all men of every description will certainly
be made eternally happy? Nothing more is
wanted to decide this question against the
latter doctrine, than a" slight acquaintance
with buman nature, and a mind free from any
improper bias. But for clearer views of the
subject, let us examine it a little more par-
ticularly.

1. The nature of the human mind is such,
that fear is a necessary restraint, without
which man could never be controlled. Mr.
Ballou himself maintains, that man is govern-
ed by the strongest motive, and that the desire
of all is happiness. This implies, that if there,
be no stronger motive to sway the mind, it
will live after the flesh, and seek its happiness
therein. Man, therefore, who has no motives
of fear to drive him from sin, will most cer-
tainly be influenced by the natural bent of his

.mind, to seek happiness in the indulgence of
his propensities, especially when he learns
that, on the whole, this will be no injury to
him, since it is necessary that he should know
sin and its consequences, in order that he may
know holiness, and have a relish for happi-
ness; and especially since he is told, that all
his unholy passions, so called, are according
to the will of God. In such a case, what rein
is there to the passions that are constantly
urging their gratification? Will you talk to
such a person about the love of God asa re-
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straint to his course? He will answer, “ My
sinful passions are the fruits of his love to-me,
and shall I not indulge them? If I do, I am
assured it will be according to his will; for
‘whatever is, is right’ DBeside, I have the
declaration of God, by an apostle, that ail
things shall work together for the good of
them that are called according to his purpose.
And if Universalism be true, we are all call-
ed according-to his purpose. In.his own
time, and in his own way, God will call all in
to enjoy the blessings. of heaven, where his
grace will be superabundant, in consequence
of all our sins.” What a feeble dyke must
such preaching be to the unruly passions of
men! Yea, how does it encourage sin!"

The plain language of this doctrine is, You
ought not to be wicked, it is true ; but if you
are, God will love you just as well.- Nay, it
is impossible for you, however rebellious

ou may be, to forfeit his love. Heaven shall
ge yours; fear not. In the midst of all your
blasphemies, and all your uncleanness, and
all your excesses; yea, in your extortions, -
your robberies, your murders, rejoice and be
exceeding glad, for heaven, with all its weight
of glory, is yours. Now is there nothing in
-all this to encourage the sinner in his course?
In other words, Is there any thing in this
system to counteract the temptations of Satan,

e blandishments of the world, and the rage
of sinful passions? We are told, indeed, that
like-begets its like, and love will beget love ;
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that fear will. make men Pharisees and hypo-
crites, but will never make men good. To
this there needs but one answer: the Scrip-
tures .make use- of the fears of men to reform
them and deter- them from vice ;—hence it
follows as conclusively as the wisdom of God
can make it, that fear is both proper and
necessary in the -reformation of the sinner.
Tt is, therefore, on this account, that the
apostles and their faithful successors save
men by fear, pulling them out of the fire ;—
knowing the terrors of the Lord, they persuade
men. And it is on this same principle, found-
ed'in reason and the nature of man, that penal
laws are so important-and even indispensable
in civil governments. He would be'accounted
a madman, in civil jurisprudence, who should
teach that the -best way. to secure universal
ebedience and good order in society, would
be by proclaiming to the vicious and rebellious,
that whatever they might do against the peace
of society, they would not forfeit the affection
of the government, and the protection of its
laws; and that they were just as sure of all
the privileges, honours, and emoluments of
the government, as the best citizens. And yet
that reasoning in politics, which would be
deemed sufficient evidence to confine a man
in bedlam, is, in-matters of religion, palmed
off upon us assound divinity ! How evident is it
then, that a doctrine which removes all those
powerful restraints, which reason, experience,
common sense, and Scripture teach are so im-
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portant, is, in its very nature and -ceitain
tendency, pernicious to the morals of society.
Nor can Universalism shield itself from this
charge, by pretending-to hold to temporary
punishment as a reward of sin. For this we
are told is all founded in love to-the sufferer,
and is the fruit of this love. And if se, what
is there to be dreaded in it? Nay, it is rather
to be desired; for all the terrors of God’s law
are only marks of his love and superior means
of mercy, by which the sinner shall most as-
suredly gain his eternal crown. The thunder-
ings of the Divine power, the lightnings of his
wrath, the yawnings of hell, and the foaming,
flaming billows of the burning lake, are so
many loud and unequivocal proclamations of
Divine love. And the more the gulf yawns,
—the hotter the flame burns,—the more may
the siriner lift up his head and rejoice, for his
redemption draweth nigh. If then the love of
God is not only harmless, but profitable, and
greatly to be desired, and Universalism teach-
es, that the more the sinner persists in sin, the
stronger will be the efforts of Divine love to
make him happy, how can it be supposed the
preaching of such a doctrine will reform the
world? To pretend it, is the same as to say

that the pope took the best way he could to
reform the world by his sale of indulgencies;
and the planners and abettors of the reform-
ation, as it is called, were in reality opposing
that which, soonest of any thing, would have
effected a complete reformation-among the
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people. And by this time, if the rules had
been allowed to go 6n withotit opposition, we
. might have had a world without crime. And
by the way, it strikes me that there is a great
similarity between the pope’s sale of indul-
gences and - the doctrine we are opposing:
This doétrine, like the pope, offers beforehand
" a security.of safety to transgressors, though
they commit heinous crimes, and gives a ple-
nary indulgence to all men whatsoever, for
all that-they may or can do. - :
Buat in some respectsthe pope’s indulgences
were the less dangerous of the two. For
none could obtain .these, but such as.could
pay a round sum for them. And these gene-
rally were confined to particular crimes, spe-
cified ‘in the certificates; and the numbers,
from' the necessity -of the case, must be con-
siderably restricted, Bat this doctrine offers,
without money and without price, to all men,
every where, and of every description, plenary
and universal indulgence, by which they may
be assured, that though they indulge in all man-
ner of crimes whatsoever during their lives,
yet they never shall forfeit the love of God,
nor endanger their eternal felicity. Should
Universalists' say [ wrong-their doctrine, be-
cause they do not deny punishment for sin,
only they deny that this punishment will be
eternal! I answer: Do they not represent -
ull punishment as disciplinary? Do they.not
say that it is all the effeots of Divine love?
That their sufferings will make them happier
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inheaven? That God, who controls all their
actions, and gives them new hearts when he
pleases, unconditionally; willnot let them com-
mit more sin than will be for their individual
good? Then indeed I do their doctrine no
wrong ; only there is one trait that ought to
have a higher colouring.in the. picture; and
here it is. This doctrine. not only professes
to assure men, that though they indulge in
the grossest crimes in this world, and die im-
penitent, yet it shall .be no prejudice to their
eternal bappiness; but it strongly intimates,
and unavoidably implies, that their sins are
all necessary for their own good; and that
whatever short inconveniences they may be
subjected to, in consequence of sin, yet these
shall work out for them a far more exceeding
and eternal weight of glory. It not only in-
dulges them in sin, then, but lays a necessity
upon them to comnmnit it ;—it not only promises
them, that, on the whole, they shall not be
the losers for their crimes and the consequent.
in, but that these shall, in the end, %‘reatly
increase their happiness in heaven. This is
as if the pope, instead of merely permitting his
subjects to commit crimes, had laid a neces-
* sity upon them to transgress,—and instead of
selling them an indulgence at a high price, had
actually held out to them.a reward for the
highest enormities !
is is the picture I am constrained to
draw of the doctrine of Universalism, A
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horrid picture! but who can say it is beyond
the life ?

To add weight to the foregoing arguments,
we might bring forward the great majority of
those who embrace this doctrine. We might
instance in several towns where, in the opin-
jofi of the judicious, immoralities have in-
creased by the introduction and preaching of
these sentiments. We might inquire, where
has there been a revival of a work of grace
by the preaching of this doctrine? Where
has there been a reformation of morals by the
preaching of Universalism? We acknowledge
there are moral men, and religious men, who
{}'ofess to helieve in this doctrine. But has

niversalism made them so? We believe not.
But rather, where there can be none produced
that it has made better, many may be found
that it has made worse. This opinion is found
from what has been witnessed of the fruits of
Universalism, and we leave others to make
up their opinion in the same way. The very
lads in the streets, who have heard this doe-
trine, when reproved for their profanity, and
immoralities, and told the consequences of
their conduct, will answer, “ We believe in
Universalism; thereis no hell - And to men-
tion one case, as a specimen of the feelings
of thousands,~—a debauchee was found by one
of the missionaries in suspicious eompany in
West Boston. The preacher expostulated
with him for his conduct, and asked him,
where he supposed such a course of life would

.
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lead him? “1 believe in tlie doctrine of Uni-
versalism,” replied the man. Here was a
shield that warded off all the reproofs of the
missionary. This is not a solitary case. All
might not be so bold in showing their certifi-
cate of indulgénces; but He that reads the
heart alone can tell how: many times con-
science . has. been stifled with this doctrine,
how many a trembling youth has at length
become ‘audacious in sin, in consequence of
believing it; and how many lovers of plea-
sure, and lovers of this world, who indulge
themselves in the lusts of the flesh, or the
pride of the eye, or the pride.of life, have be-
come. insensible to true godliness, and easy -
in their neglect of it, from having embraced
this doctrine. . o

But it has-been said, in reply ‘to this objec-
tion to Universalism, Those who believe in
eternal punishment,and live where they hear
it preached, from week to week, are net all
reformed; nor yet the greater part of them.
Why ‘is ‘not “this an argument against the
doctrine of future punishment, as wel
as the above against Universalism? I an-
swer, ’

1. If preachers of the Gospel have not had
that general success which they desire, when,
following the Scriptures; they.have not only
declared the mercies, but also the judgments
of God,—they have not only preached the
love of the.Redeemer, but also the terrors of
the Lord,—we plead in behalf of religion, and



UNIVERSAL SALVATION. 3815

the cause of piety and virtue, that some of
the strongest arguments with which these
preachers have attacked sin, may not be taken -
away. For then we should fear, that where
they now have considerable success, they

-would have none. That where now hundreds

are turning from sin to righteousness, there
would be hundreds made easy and satisfied in
their present state. . It is certainly ‘@ new
mode of reasoning, that because certain ar-
guments do not succeed in reforming men,
therefore, by taking off all the most powerful
of these arguments, the remainder will be
most likely to succeed. For it must be-re-

- collected, that those who preachthe justice of

God, in the punishment of the wicked, have
the same opportunity with Universalists of
describing the mercy of God, in receiving the
penitent, and rewarding the righteous. Only
in this respect, Universalism can represent the
mercy of God in different colours from its
opposers. -It represents God as equally mer-
ciful whether sinners repent, in this world, or
not; that they will not endanger their eternal
felicity, nor forfeit the favour of their Prince,
though they live in rebellion, and die in arms
against him. And I am willing to leave it
with the candid to decide, which will give their
arguments the most weight, in the minds of
those they wish ta reform, such as represent
the mercy of God as infinitely great toward
them, if they reform, but not otherwise; or
such as represent the mercy of God as infi-
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nitely great toward sinners, whether they re-
form or not. ' If the former have the advant-
age, even when preaching the mercy of God,
and also the additional advantage of urging
the terrors of the Lord, which latter argument
reason, Scripture; and experience, all unite
in proving is by far the most effectual in xe-
proving the vicious and impious, then it is a
miserable shift to say; we may as well preach
Universalism as eternal punishment, because
those who preach the latter doctrine have not
reformed all their hearers.

2. But another reason why the foregoing

objection does not lie with equal weight
against our doctrine, as against that we are
opposing, is this:—none urge the doctrine of
eternal punishment as an excuse for sinning;
—they are not made easy by it ;—they cannot
silence conscienee by it:—but, on the con-
trary, it is a powerful motive against sin,—
it makes all who believe it uneasy in their
‘gins ;—it enforces the remonstrances of con-
science, with the most powerful appeals te the
judgment, the understanding, and the self
love of man. And a man to continue in sin,
with these views, has these strong motives
drawing him in the opposite direction contin-
ually. Whereas Universalism, if believed,
enlists the judgment, the understanding, and
even self love itself, on the side of sinful in-
dulgence. In preaching to the one we have
only to enforce upon the heart the rational
convictions of his mind, and we effect our
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object. In preaching to the other, the appeals
to the heart are warded off by the doctrine
of the head, and the arguments to-the under-
standing have but- little weight, because the
unhallowed affections .of the heart conspire
therewith in resisting the call to a virtwous
reform. . T ’ '

-3. But as a farther answer to the reply,
which endeavours to turn the above objection
against our doctrine, as well as against Uni-
versalism, we add, that so long as any man,
whatever may be his professed sentiments,
lives in sin and opposition to.God, so far he
is a Universalist. I do not say but that a
man may have his judgment convinced that
all men will not get to -heaven, and yet live
in impenitency ; but if he is living thus, and
ret_expeots, in some way or other, to get to

eaven, this, with respect to himself, is the
very essence of Universalism. What is that

doctrine but this :—all men, their sins to the

contrary notwithstanding, will get to heaven?
And what is this man’s principle but this :—

- I shall, my sins to the contrary notwithstand-

ing, get to heaven? If it be answered, that
Universalists do not expect to got to heaven
with their sins, but expect a- preparation for

heaven,—so does this man. They think,

some time or other, they know not when;
some howor, otlier, they know not how, they
shall be prepared foy heaven, and then, with-
out fail,.shall get there.. Precisely so do all
think- who are living in their sins, and yel are
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calculating that they shall be saved. 8o that

the reason why all men who hear the doctrine

of endless punishment preached, and give
their assent to it, as a true doctrine, do- not
repent, is clearly and evidently this:—such
men are, with respect to their own particular
cases, building, to all intents and purposes, on
the foundation of the Universalists: - From
this- fourdation, on which such a man builds
his hopes of his own individual happiness, it

~is the -business of the faithful preacher to

shake him, by pointing out to him the incon-
sistency of his individual hopes, even accord-

. ing to his own general system; and by urgi

urging
-upon him that danger which his better under-
standing  acknowlédges, with respect to men

.in general who live in sin. But it is the busi-

ness of Universalism to build him up in these
hopes, by making him believe that the.foun-
dation on which they rest is: sufficient, not
only for himself, but for all mankind; and
.that he may make his individual hopes and
general prineiples consistent with each other,

-and so remove all occasion of uneasiness.
 If then it was difficult to reform him, when

his own general system was against him, how
much more. now, that his general theory in
all respects coincides with his individual hopes

and inclinations 7*

# On this principle we account, in for the
spread of Universalism of late through the northern
states. Mén had a vagpe idea of a final retribution, as
s general principle, but each had hope, by some means
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OBJECTION VIL. = '

- UN1vERsAL1sM has never been receivednor
supported by the orthodox Church, Jewish or
Christian. - . :

‘This "objection. certainly ought to have
weight, and will have weight, in all candid,

or other in his obwn case. And ds long as he was al.
lowed to indulge that hope undisturbed, he rested quite
easy. But when .a faithful ministry urged, upon his
own principles, the necessity of repentance, and
danger of dclay, he was made uneasy; he saw the in.
consistency of his general faith with his practice ; and
was driven to a kind of necessity, either to get a

“new doctrine, or a new heart. Many, to their -great

joy, chose the latter. Put many others saw in the

niversalist doctrine a system that would permit them
to live as they had done, while it relieved them from a
scourge that was knotted with their own doctrine, and
therefore cut to the quick at every stroke. So that the
present apparent prevalence of Universalism is only re-
ducing to a system, and giving a regular form, and es-
tablishing upon general principles, foelings and views
which already existed in the hearts of many, and which
wero the foundation on which they built their hopes of
escaping misery, each for himself. In proportion as
the Gospel is faithfully preached, in the sime propor.
tion will such errors show themselves; Hence, as true
religion has increased among us, so has this. Existing
none the less before, because it was not seen, though

. now becoming visible, more systematic, and more for-

midabls. - As the champions of truth become more

.active, and engage unitedly and vigorously in the cause,

80 the advocates of error more systematically arrange

- their forces, and more warily engage in their o;;Posi-
of the

tion. Buat we are not alarmed about the result
contest; weé only fear for those that may fall in the
ranks of the opposition. If we are wrong, owr very
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reflecting minds. Such cannot but think, if
God intended to make a revelation of truth,
he would not have made it so. obscure, that
almost” all receive and understand ‘it in a
sense infinitely removed from its real mean-
ing. They cannot but believe that the great
body of the Jews, the fathers,'and in a man-
ner the whole_Christian Church, down to the
present day, must have had the truth on this
point. Universalists are aware of this, and
therefore use every means in their power to
do away its force. In the very language of
the infidels of the last century, they talk much
of tradition and superstition, with. which they
say the world has long been shackled. 1n the
true spirit of their prototype of the last cen-
tury, I mean the spirit of downright infidelity,
they rank the doctrine that they wish to decry
on a level with the most absurd: doctrines and
ridiculous ceremonies- that have, for any
period, disgraced any part -of the professed
Christian Church. .

‘We should suppose that men, professing to
be believers in revelation, and even assamin
the title of Christian ministers, would not run
fall will be our heaven,—and upon our opponents’ own
ground, that evil is necessary to make us prize the
good,—darknéss, that we may value the light,—h
much brighter and sweeter will be our heaven ! But if
they fuil, alas for them ! their disappointment and mis.
ery will be the greater, for having built strong hopes
:}mn a sandy foundation. And what will the end be
meum sctod the chief partin thess de
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o readily into the footsteps of infidel philoso-
phers. But they have no other way to get
rid of -our ebjection but by taking this course,
—and the main point must stand at all haz-
-ards. Hence you hear Universalists talking
so much about the superstitions of former ages;
representing some of our important ideas and
feelings on the subject- of religion, to be .im-
pressions received in the nursery from our old
superstitious grandmothers. Indeed if we
were to believe the Universalists, a new dis-
pensation of light and truth is just now dawn-
-ing upon the world. Read their periodical
publications, and you will find that, wherever
a new Universal society is formed, there light
and truth are beginning to shine in all their
heavenly. lustre! The true.light (the Messi-
ah) we should be led to conclude, from these
statements, has just made its appearance. At
any rate, the latter day glory, it wauld seem,
is now commencing, through the instrumen-
tality of Universalism. ’Tis true, we do not
learn by these communications that the de-
bauchee .is made chaste, or the drunkard
sober, or the blasphemer devotional ; but we -
Jearn that tradition is falling, and that the
darkness of superstition is fleeing, before the
light.of this.new luminary in the Church,—the
-doctrine of universal salvation !

On their own concessions then we might
rest the truth of the proposition that consti-
tates our present objection. But, as we have
seen, this system is not very uaiform in its

21
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course of reasoning, or ‘in its proofs’; it may
be that what has been-conceded in one part
of the argument, may, when the consequences
come out, be denied in another. It may
be -proper therefore to bring forward some
proof of the proposition that constitutes-the
ground of this objection. .

1. The Jews held the endless punishment
of the wicked. This- may be abundantly
proved from the rabbinical writings and from
the targums. And if this was an error of that
people, which, from the corruptions of the
Church, they had run into, why did not our
I.ord and his apostles plainly point out their
error, as they did the other errors which had
been introduced ?—why did they use the very
terms which the Jews used, to express the
eternal torments of the wicked, and that too
when speaking of that very subject, and yet
not explain their meaning? No man in his
senses, I think, can deny, that by this course
they either designedly left them in the dark
-upon this subject, yea, designedly confirmed
them in their error, or else they meant to give
their authority to this dootrine. The former
‘T suppose no Universalist at the present day
will support. Itis true, Origen held that “the
apostles -would have this a mystery ;”’—and
on this principle I suppose he would account
for the singular conduct of eur Lord and his
apostles. But modern Universalists, I con-
clude, do not suppose that the apostles meant
to havse it kept a secret. If they did, they
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certainly have been very injudicious in their
choice of confidants, when they suffered it to
be knowh by those who-now profess to have
a knowledge of it; for they are unwearied in
proclaiming it upon the house top. But to
return ;—if our Lord or the apostles did not
intend to confirm the Jews in their error, then
they meant to stamp with their authority the
doctrine of the endless punishment of the
wicked. I see no means of avoiding this con- .
clusion; and the argiinent must certainly,
have great weight. It will outweigh a thou-
sand verbal criticisms upon Greek or Hebrew
terms. It has certainly been well said, that
““Scripture is to be taken in that sense in
which the common people who heard it at
first took it.” If so, then we are to understand
those passages in'the New Testament in the
manner thatthe Jews mustnecessarily have un-
derstood them. We have already seen that
these terms were understood by the Jews as
applying to the eternal punishment of the im-
penitent. This gives the doctrine of the Jews

-additional weight, while it leads to-a clue,

which, beyond the power of successful con-
tradiction, will determine that our Lord and
his apostles held the same doctrine, and thus
they both unite to corroborate it. And this
argument gathers more strength from the con-
sideration, that.the advoeates for the two sys-
tems, Jewish and Christian, were at variance.
When a new system is introduced to take the
place of an old one ; in all those points of any
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importance in which the two disagree there
will be a controversy, as was the case in
many instances between Christ and the Jews,
the apostles and their countrymen. But there
was no controversy between them on the
subject of the duration of pynishment. Also
such oppesing advocates for different systems
will be careful. not to use terms that will
establish what they conceive to be the errors
of their opponents; but not only is no such
caution used by our Lord and his apostles,
but they frequently and commonly used the
. same terms that the Jews.used when speaking
on.the subject of future punishment, and that
without any explanation, or even a hint, that
they meant to be understood differently from
the current opinion ;—a strong proof that they
used the current terms on this subject accord-
ing to their current meaning. And the other
consideration, that in no other case have the
given intimations that such a doctrine whic
was then prevailing was false, is sufficient, I
think, to establish the point, that Jesus Christ
and his apostles held the punishment of the
wicked the same as the Jews. And these ge-
neral principles laid down, with respect to any
conflicting systems, have the more weight in
this case, because Christ came to reform the
errors of the world, and introduce the true
system. And neither he nor his apostles
were actuated by any motives of worldly pru-
dence or policy; they declared the whole
truth, and that boldly.
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To suppeort the doctrine that the apostolic
Church held no such doctrine as is held by
Universalists, we might quote the many scrip-.
tures that have so often been quoted, and
never answered to the satisfaction of the dis-
cerning. We might say that the uniform re-
presentation of these evangelical records and
apostolic writings, is, that some do and will
reject this Gospel, and will continue to reject,
in consequence of which they will be shut out,
rejected, cast off, and that then even prayers
and entreaties will not prevail for their ad-
mission into the kingdom. But we pass onto
notice that the primitive fathers were no Uni-
versalists. The very earliest of their writings
that have come down to us are express and
pointed on the doctrine of endless punish-
ments. Origen was the first that dissented ;
and he did not pretend that he received his
doctrine from the Bible, but from the Plato-
nic philosophy. His ideas however were con-
* demned as erroneous, unscriptural, and ab-
surd, by the main body. of the bishops and
clergy in the Christian Church of his age, and
the succeeding ages.

To show the opinion of some of the early
_ fathers of the Church on this subject, I take
the following, ready prepared to my hand,
. from an appendix to a pamphlet by another.*

“Clemens Romanus says, ‘If we do not
the will of Christ, nothing will deliver us from
eternal punishment.

# Rev. George Peck.
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“ Barnabas says, ¢ The way of darkness is
crooked and full of cursing;. for it is the way
of eternal death with punishment. :

“Justin Martyr says, ‘ The punishment of
the damned is endless punishment and torment
in eternal fire.! !

‘¢ Christ,” says Ireneus, ¢ will send the un-
godly and ugjust into everlasting fire.’

¢ Tertullian says, ‘ All men are appointed
unto eternal torments or refreshments. And
if any man think that the wicked are to be
consumed, and not punished, let him remem- *
ber that hell fire is styled eternal, because de-
signed for eternal punishment; and-thence
concludes ; ¢ Their substance will remain for
ever, whose punishment doth so.

“8t. Cyprian says, ‘ The souls of the
wicked are kept, with their bodies, to be
grieved with endless torments.’

“ And even Origen himself, who embraced
the doctrine of a restoration from hell, never-
theless records this,. among the doctrines of
the Church, ¢ That every soul, when it goes
out of this world, will either enjoy the inherit--
ance of eternal life and bliss, if its deeds have

.rendered it fit for life, or it is to be delivered

up to eternal fire and pupishment, if its sins
have deserved that state.’ ? :
Thus the first advocate for Universalism
i the Church by his-ewn concession, main-
tained a doctrine contrary to the doctrines of
the primitive Church. Is not this an accre-
dited witness? And even Origen’s.system was
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no more like the modern system of Universal-
ism, than it was like the true system of the
apostles. After Origenism was purged from
the Church, we know of no other advocates
for even the main point of Universalism till
Bishop Burnet.

Neither has such a thing been known, so far
as [ can learn, in the Greek Church, that any
man hasespoused and maintained this doctrine.

From the above arguments then, as well as
from the forementioned concessions of Uni-
versalists themselves, we rest the truth of the
proposition, which constitutes this objection
to Universalism. The proposition is true,
the proofs are clear, and the objection stands
with all its weight. If Jews and Christians, in
all ages of their respective dispensations, have
been in error with respect to one of their funda-
mental doctrines, then Universalism may be
true ; butif they have not been in such an er-
ror, then Universalism is most certainly false.

The sum of all the foregoing is, that the
" system of Universalism as held and taught
at the present day, is highly objectionable,—
from the indefinite manner in which the doctrine
is held, and the confusion and shifting of the
arguments by which it is supported ; because
it is supported by arguments which prove too
much for the system, and which, when pur-
sued, run into absurdities, and contradict mat-
ter of fact ;—it makes God cruel, unjust, and
false ;—it does not draw its chief support from
the Bible: it is the religion of the natural

——



298 UNIVERSAL SALVATION.

heart, and therefore cannot be the religion of
the Bible. It is pernicious to the morals of
society ; and, finally, it has never been receiv-
ed nor supported by the orthodox Charch,
Jewish or Christian. These objections have
-not only been stated and sustained by positive
proofs, but some of the strongest and most
common replies to them have been anticipat-
ed and met. And now what has Universal-
ism to say in answer to these charges? It will,
doubtless, plead not guilty. But is it not
guilty ? Can it clear itself? Can it clear itself
fairly and ingenuously, and with arguments
that ought to have weight with thinking, can-
did men ? That it can make a shuffle of words,
and hy evasions, and sophisms, and witticisms,
give the gaping multitudes who wish to sin
on, and die, and go to heaven, new confidence
in their conscience-lulling system, there can
be no doubt. That such a course is possible
we have abundant evidence; and such a course
may answer the present purposes of those who
are taking the lead in this system ; but it will
not give permanency to the system—it will
not satisfy the candid—it will not answer a
good conscience before God. As the truth is
important; as the results of our investigations
may carry with them eternal consequences,
both to ourselves and others, let us seek the
truth with candour, embrace it with joy, and
be saved by its influence,

THE XD
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